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Abstract
This thesis represents a major re-evaluation of pottery from early Anglo-Saxon (c. AD
425-625) England, examining the pre-burial origins of cremation urns through a variety
of methods. It takes a use-alteration approach to the study of urns from two cemeteries,
Elsham and Cleatham (North Lincolnshire), and the pottery recovered from 80 non-
funerary find-sites that surround them, in order to determine a pre-burial biography for
each individual urn. This reveals that the majority of urns were involved in production
and consumption activities prior to their use as containers for the dead, whilst
ethnographic comparisons indicate that the brewing of beer may have been their
primary use in the domestic sphere. It is argued that this pre-burial use was an
extremely significant concern in the selection of appropriate vessels for burial.

The forms of cremation urns are then considered in light of their functional
properties, and each form is placed in the context of pre-burial use. Meanwhile, analysis
of the decoration of both the funerary and non-funerary pottery demonstrates that urn
decoration was directly linked to pre-burial function, and that individuals may have
been buried in plots relating to community, kin or household groups. These results are
complemented by an analysis of ceramic fabrics, revealing that ceramic paste recipes
were dictated by cultural, rather than geological, constraints. The distribution of these
fabrics further supports the notion that the dead were buried in community or household
areas. Finally, through detailed petrographic analysis of ceramic fabrics from the
cemeteries and non-funerary sites, the geographical origins of vessels are identified, and

the catchment areas of these large cremation cemeteries are revealed.
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Chapter 1

Introduction
Introduction
It was once thought that clear geographical and cultural distinctions existed between
those communities of early Anglo-Saxon England (c.AD 425-625) who cremated their
dead and those who practiced inhumation. These burial rites were believed to define
social groups and express cultural affiliation, while their distribution throughout parts of
southern and eastern England was seen as a fossil record of the progress of invading
Germanic tribes (as summarised in Williams 2002a). In 1964, for example, Audrey
Meaney (1964, 15) reported that there is ‘some truth in the old dictum that Angles
cremated’ whist the ‘Saxons and Jutes inhumed’. When instances of cremation were
found in Saxon and Jutish areas, Meaney interpreted them as the ‘very earliest’ burials,
whereas inhumations found in Anglian areas were considered to be later. It is now
recognised, however, that although a single rite may dominate in a particular region, or
individual cemetery, neither rite was practiced in isolation and that cremation and
inhumation often occurred side by side (Williams 2002a, 60). The (predominantly)
cremation cemetery at Spong Hill (Norfolk), for example, contains 57 inhumations
alongside its ¢.2700 cremations (Hills et al. 1994, 47-55). As fourteen of these
inhumations are cut by cremation burials, this clearly demonstrates that they were
earlier than the cremations and not later, as would have been predicted by Meaney
(Hills et al. 1984, 11).

One observation which still holds true is that it is in eastern England that we
find the largest cremation cemeteries®, for example, Spong Hill, in Norfolk, and
Loveden Hill (c.1700 cremations), Cleatham (1204), and Elsham, (625) in Lincolnshire
(Leahy 2007b, 38). Despite their magnitude, these cemeteries were in use for a
relatively short period of time (c.200 years) and when one considers that the largest
fully excavated inhumation cemeteries rarely exceed ¢.300 burials, including those used
throughout the ‘pagan period’ (fifth and sixth centuries) up to the seventh century, it
would appear that the large cremation cemeteries signify a special form of mortuary
organisation. Some scholars have even suggested that they represent centralised
crematoria for discrete ‘territories’ (Leahy 1993, 36; see also Faull 1976, 231; Williams
2002b, 344-5; 20044, 114; Williamson 1993, 68).

! For ease the terms ‘cremation’ and ‘inhumation cemetery’ are henceforth used to describe a cemetery’s
dominant rite.



Three of the four largest early Anglo-Saxon cremation cemeteries — Loveden
Hill, Cleatham and Elsham — are found in the historic county of Lincolnshire (as defined
by Bennett and Bennett (1993)) (Figure 1.1). It is unfortunate, therefore, that despite all
being extensively excavated, only one of these cemeteries, Cleatham (Leahy 2007a), has
ever been published. Although the grave goods, urn decoration and the growth and
development of this cemetery have been well studied, no detailed analysis of the
ceramic fabrics was undertaken, nor was there an analysis of the cremated human
remains (although these have recently been the subject of a doctoral thesis (Squires
2012)). Itis the express aim of this thesis, therefore, to systematically analyse for the
first time the ceramic urns from the unpublished site of Elsham alongside a full ceramic

assessment of the Cleatham urns.

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 1.1: The cremation cemeteries of Lincolnshire (adapted from Leahy
2007a, Figure.5).



The avenues of enquiry to be followed in this thesis depart from the modes of
analysis frequently applied to cremation cemeteries and their urns. That is to say, this
thesis does not concern itself with drawing detailed parallels between the decoration on
urns from one cemetery with those from another, nor are there any discussions on the
possible continental ancestry of the persons whose bones are buried in the pots under
study (see for example Fennel 1964; Leahy 2007a; Lethbridge 1951; Myres 1969; 1977;
Myres and Green 1973; Webster and Myres 1951). Rather, this study uses the pottery
from the cemeteries of Elsham and Cleatham, as well as 2295 sherds (weighing
21.339kg and representing the remains of 2205 vessels) from 80 early Anglo-Saxon
pottery find-sites that surround these cemeteries (see below), to investigate three broad,
inter-related themes. The first theme to be addressed is whether cremation urns were
made specifically for the funeral. If not, then what were they used for before being
buried, how do their forms relate to their pre-burial functions and why were they
subsequently considered special enough to hold the remains of the dead? Secondly, by
analysing and plotting the distributions of types of decoration employed on cremation
urns, and the ceramic fabrics from which they were made, this study seeks to gain a
greater understanding about how burial was organised in cemeteries. Finally, by
comparing the pottery found at cremation cemeteries with that found at non-funerary
sites this thesis aims to provide a greater understanding of the modes of production of
early Anglo-Saxon pottery, the ‘catchment areas’ that these cremation cemeteries
served, and the level of exchange of pottery in early Anglo-Saxon North Lincolnshire.
This chapter provides background to the questions being posed here (more detailed
discussion is provided in subsequent chapters), before moving on to present an

overview of the sites that will be used to answer these questions.

The Origins of Cremation Urns

The origin of elaborately decorated cremation urns is a subject that has long been
debated. Most authors believe, as David Wilson (1965, 98) claimed, that urns were
‘specially made to contain the remains of the dead’ (for example, Laing and Laing 1979,
77; Leahy 2007, 54; Richards 1987, 206-7). Such views stem from the relative
proportions of decorated pottery found in funerary and domestic contexts, observable
correlations between the decoration and aspects of identity of the cremated remains, and
the apparent lack of evidence for pre-burial domestic use (Leahy 2007b, 55). Indeed,
decorated pottery generally constitutes only ¢.5% of pottery assemblages from

settlements (Blinkhorn 1997, 117), whilst, in contrast, the proportion of decorated urns



in cremation cemeteries may be as high as 80% (Richards 1987). Urns which show
clear signs of domestic use are also apparently in the minority. Leahy identified
sooting deposits on just 35 of 1204 urns from Cleatham , whilst only sixteen of the 463
urns from Mucking (Essex) bore sooting deposits; in both instances this is just 3% of
the respective assemblages (Leahy 20073, 86; Mainman 2009, 603). Furthermore, the
majority of sooted urns from Mucking were undecorated, while at Cleatham Leahy
records that only two sooted urns bore decoration (Hirst and Clark 2009, 603; Leahy
2007a, 86).

A comparison of vessel form and specific decorative schemes with the age,
gender and social status of the vessel’s inhabitants, undertaken by Julian Richards
(1987), played a major role in reinforcing the notion that urns were specifically
manufactured for burial. In a study of 2440 urns from eighteen cemeteries across early
Anglo-Saxon England Richards found, for instance, that females were more likely to
occupy vessels with above average rim diameters, infants were generally contained in
shorter vessels than adults, and the use of decorative hanging arches correlated with
adult males; in contrast standing arches correlated with adult females (Richards 1987,
136-9, 184-201). Although he acknowledged that many of these relationships were
ambiguous and contradictory, he asserted that these findings ‘confirm the view that the
pots are not generally re-used domestic vessels, but are specifically produced for a
funerary role’ and that they ‘were carefully manufactured with a particular “client” in
mind’ (Richards 1987, 206-7 emphasis added).

Despite Richards’s identification of significant correlations between vessel
decoration and human remains, these relationships do not in themselves demonstrate
that these urns were manufactured for a specific client. Indeed, the urns may simply
have been selected from a range of available alternatives, with each selection being
made on the grounds of a ‘culturally controlled set of symbolic rules’ (Richards 1987,
206). Richards rejected this suggestion, however, based on the evidence of firing
defects — such as spalling and warping — which are often identified on cremation urns.
He argued that if a pot was being produced for a specific individual then it could not be
substituted by another, even if it was damaged (Richards 1987, 206). Ultimately,
however, these firing defects only give us an indication of drying and firing conditions
(for example, see Rye 1981), they do not confirm that a vessel was made for a specific
individual. Moreover, claiming that the Anglo-Saxons saw spalling as ‘damage’ is
perhaps attempting to apply modern western sensibilities to the material. There is no

evidence to suggest that this is how firing defects were viewed.
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Other evidence used to support the hypothesis that urns were produced for the
funeral is similarly problematic. The lack of sooting on decorated urns, for example,
may simply be due to the fact that not all pots are used for cooking. If an urn had been
used to store water or grain in the home before it was selected for burial, then it would
not be sooted but it would still have served a pre-burial domestic function. The small
amount of decorated pottery found in settlement contexts can also be explained if we
consider that urns were obtained from the domestic sphere. For instance, decorated
pottery might have accounted for just a small proportion of a settlement’s entire ceramic
assemblage — for example, for every nine plain pots there may have been only one
decorated pot. At the time of a death a decorated pot may have been selected for use as
an urn from the vessels that were available in the settlement; subsequently this pot
would be buried in the cemetery. Assuming that the decorated pot was replaced at a
later date, then, with each successive funeral the number and proportion of decorated
pots in the settlement would remain constant, whilst the number and proportion in the
cemetery would increase. Such a situation would wholly account for the small
proportion of decorated pottery found in settlements and the inflated levels seen in
cemeteries.

In recent years a number of scholars have presented evidence that challenges this
specialist urn-production hypothesis and the domestic/funerary dichotomy. For
example, Ailsa Mainman (2009, 590) reported that the ceramic fabrics of pottery
recovered from the cemeteries and the adjacent settlement at Mucking were ‘nearly
identical’, whilst Mark Brisbane (1984, 32) recorded that the petrographic analysis of
pottery fabrics from vessels found in the cemetery and settlement at Spong Hill
(Norfolk) are ‘strikingly similar’. As well as a similarity in fabrics, there is no
difference between the types of decoration found on pots recovered from settlements or
cemeteries. Indeed, similar motifs were employed in both the Mucking settlement and
cemeteries, and Diana Briscoe (2009, 606) records that there are even pots in both
contexts that had been decorated with the same stamping tool. The same situation can
be seen at Spong Hill, where the decoration found on pottery in the settlement draws
from the same repertoire as seen on urns in the adjacent cemetery (Hills 1977; Hills et
al. 1981; 1984; 1987; 1994; Rickett 1995). The forms of pottery found at settlements
and cemeteries have also been used to argue for non-funerary production. The forms of
pottery from Mucking, for example, demonstrate that whilst there are some contrasts

between the settlement and cemeteries — for instance, jars predominate in the



cemeteries, whilst bowls and dishes are almost absent — there is considerable overlap
between the range of forms found in both contexts (Hirst and Clark 2009, 603, 610).

Based upon the cumulative evidence of decoration, fabric and form, Sue Hirst
and Dido Clark (2009, 610) concluded that none of the urns found at Mucking ‘need
have been made specifically for burial’. Instead, they proposed that they may have been
the personal storage jars of the deceased. Their conclusions certainly accord with
Andrew Russel’s (1984, 543) suggestion that the globular form and narrow everted
necks of some of the decorated vessels from the settlement at West Stow (Suffolk)
made them unsuitable for cooking, but appropriate for the storage of water or some
other frequently used commodity. However, like the arguments for specialist funerary
production of urns, none of this evidence demonstrates that the urns were obtained from
the domestic sphere. All it really tells us is that jars may have been considered more
suitable containers for cremated remains than bowls or dishes, that no ceramic fabric
was considered more appropriate for making an urn than for a domestic pot, and that
similar decorative schemes are found on pots retrieved from both funerary and domestic
sites.

To summarise, the evidence used to support the two contradictory arguments —
specialist funerary production versus the domestic re-use hypotheses — can only be
described as circumstantial. It is only the 2-3% of urns that exhibit sooting patterns for
which we can, with any certainty, suggest a pre-burial biography. If we are ever to
understand the origins of funerary urns we must attempt to identify a range of
characteristics, other than the presence or absence of sooting patterns, which are
indicative of use. Of particular relevance to this work, then, are the use-alteration
studies of David Hally (1983), James Skibo (1992) and John Arthur (2002; 2003) which
illuminate the range of ways in which ceramic vessels may be used and the ensuing use-
alteration characteristics that develop as a result of this use.

Chapter 2 explores the use-alteration phenomenon in detail, focussing in
particular on the characteristics that develop as a result of different types of ceramic use.
It then presents the results of a use-alteration analysis of the pottery obtained from the
cemeteries of Cleatham and Elsham and the early Anglo-Saxon pottery find-sites that
surround them (see below). This analytical method has never been attempted on Anglo-
Saxon pottery, yet as will be demonstrated, by examining individual urns for subtle
indicators of use (other than the easily, if rarely, identified sooting patches) it is possible

to explore the pre-burial origins of every urn. The analysis demonstrates that the



majority of cremation urns show signs of having being used prior to their burial (see
also Perry 2011).

As ethnographic studies of pottery-producing and pottery-using societies
demonstrate, the sizes and forms of vessels are often directly related to their intended
functions (e.g. Henrickson and McDonald 1983). Thus, the realisation that cremation
urns took part in production and consumption activities prior to their burial forces us to
reconsider the significance of urn form and its relation to vessel use. Chapter 3,
therefore, examines the ways in which Anglo-Saxon vessel forms have traditionally
been studied, before considering how the functional properties of individual forms
might have allowed them to partake in the production and consumption of food and
drink. It will be demonstrated that Anglo-Saxon potters held clearly-defined mental
templates of form, and that each of these forms probably fulfilled a specific role in

processes of production and consumption.

Cemetery Organisation

Decoration

The most frequently studied aspect of Anglo-Saxon cremation urns has undoubtedly
been their decoration. Decoration has traditionally been seen as means by which to
determine the likely origins of incoming migrants (Myres 1969; 1977); as an epitaph
which records details about the ethnicity, age, gender and status of the person whose
cremated remains are contained within the urn (Richards 1987); as a means by which to
identify the works of individual potting workshops and potters (Arnold and Russel
1983; Briscoe 1981; Green et al. 1981; Myres 1969; 1977); as a chronological marker
for plotting the movement of migrants throughout the English landscape (Myres 1969;
1977); and, finally, as a way if gaining insight in to the way that burial was organised in
cremation cemeteries (Hills 1980). Whilst each of these separate threads of research
will be discussed in detail in Chapter 4, it is worth elaborating on the latter strand here
as this work provides a basis for investigation into how burial in the cemeteries of
Elsham and Cleatham was organised.

In her analysis of the Spong Hill cemetery, Catherine Hills identified in excess
of 40 stamp-linked groups; that is, urns which share the same decorative stamp, or
combination of stamps, and might, therefore, derive from the same workshop, or
individual potter. Most groups consist of about five urns, but the largest, Stamp Group
7, contains 31. Whilst the urns in these groups are not identical, their forms and

decoration do fall within a limited range and most belong to a single fabric group.



These characteristics and the geospatial distributions of the stamp groups within the
cemetery (Figure 1.2) led Hills to conclude that specific areas of the cemetery were
being used by separate communities or families (Hills 1980, 204-6).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic
media

Figure 1.2: The location of stamp-linked groups in the Spong Hill
Cemetery; note the clustering of Stamp Group 7 (Hills 1980, Figure 9.2).



Stamp groups are not a phenomenon restricted to the cemetery of Spong Hill,
indeed they are known at cemeteries throughout early Anglo-Saxon England. Fourteen
were identified at Millgate (Newark-on-Trent), for example, and like the stamp groups
at Spong Hill, the forms and decorative schemes of urns belonging to particular groups
are very similar, whilst each of the groups are seen to nucleate in specific areas of the
cemetery (Kinsley 1989, 13-5, 185). Just four stamp groups were identified at the
cemetery at Thurmaston but, interestingly, two urns belonging to Stamp Group 2 were
stratigraphically related. Here, urn 76 cut through urn 77, suggesting that some time
may have elapsed between the two burials; again this implies family ties, but also that
the grave may have been marked in order that it could be located for the second burial
(P.W. Williams 1983, 14).

The study of stamp groups potentially provides a window into the way that early
Anglo-Saxons were burying their dead and, in particular, the way that cemeteries may
have been organised. The scrutiny of such groups does, however, direct analysis
towards a very restricted number of urns. Indeed, of over 400 urns recovered from
Millgate, only 53 were attributed to one of the fourteen stamp groups. Whilst these 53
urns were discussed in the context of their relationship to others in their group (in terms
of their decoration, forms, and locations within the cemetery) no such comment was
afforded to the remaining urns; these were simply relegated to formulaic descriptions in
a catalogue (Kinsley 1989). Since stamp groups have received so much attention in
relation to other vessels, we must ask what stamp groups actually tell us about burial
practices and pottery production more broadly? People who were buried in urns
belonging to stamp groups, for example, might have been following a form of mortuary
organisation separate to that of their peers. That is, they may have been the only
members of society who manipulated decoration to reflect lineage or kinship and buried
their dead in family plots. Alternatively, it might be that most people were buried in
family groups but that the producers of stamp-grouped urns were moving towards a
level of standardisation not followed by their pottery producing peers. It is simply
because of their attempts at consistency that we are able to identify these putative family
burial areas.

That individual potters chose to decorate vessels in different ways is borne out
by Richards’s (1987) observations regarding the frequencies of different decorative
motifs and the way that these motifs were used at different cemeteries throughout early
Anglo-Saxon England. For example, he noted that standing arch motifs were more

common than hanging arches at the cemetery of South Elkington (Lincolnshire), whilst



the reverse was true at lllington (Suffolk). Although the chevron motif was commonly
used as a means of urn decoration at the cemeteries of Sancton (Yorkshire) and South
Elkington, upright chevrons were more common than reversed chevrons at South
Elkington, with the opposite being true at Sancton (Richards 1987, Table 9). Thus, if
different communities in different areas of the country were using the same range of
motifs, but they were employing them in slightly different ways, then there is every
reason to suspect that the same situation was happening on a more localised level. Were
the potters at one settlement, for example, favouring the use of a certain motif, whilst
those in a nearby settlement were not using that motif at all? If this was the case, and
the early Anglo-Saxons were burying their dead in community and family plots, then by
plotting the distribution of motifs (rather than just stamp groups) within cemeteries it is
possible that we might gain a greater understanding of the way cemeteries were
organised. For this reason, Chapter 4 considers and compares the types of decoration
used at the cemeteries of Cleatham and Elsham, and then explores the spatial
distribution of decorative types within the individual cemeteries.

Ceramic Fabric Distribution
In addition to regional differences in the usage of decoration, in the last 25 years or so
authors have begun to draw attention to the different ways in which early Anglo-Saxon
potters in various parts of the country, and even within the same region or settlement,
tempered their clays (Blinkhorn 1997; Russel 1984). Such observations accord with
numerous ethnographic studies which demonstrate that choices made at all stages of
pottery production are based on a deeply embedded, unconscious, set of social rules, or
habitus® (Arnold 1985; Gosselain 1992; 1994; 1998; 1999; Mahias 1993). It is not
unreasonable, therefore, to suggest that habitus may have influenced the Anglo-Saxon
potter’s choice of manufacturing techniques (Blinkhorn 1997).

Andrew Russel’s work on early Anglo-Saxon pottery from 36 settlement sites in
East Anglia certainly supports the notion that habitus influenced pottery production in
this period. He identified discrete spatial distributions in the types of tempers used by
potters. For example, grog*- and vegetal-tempered pottery fabrics were common on
some sites but rare on others. By producing contour plots of the frequencies of

occurrence of these different types of fabric, he was able to demonstrate that grog-

? Habitus consists of a series of “principles which generate and organise practices ... objectively
‘regulated’ and ‘regular’ without being in any way the product of obedience to rules, they can be
collectively orchestrated without being the product of the organising action of a conductor’ (Bordieu
1992, 53).

% Grog-tempering involves the crushing of fragments of pottery and then adding it to clay as temper.
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tempered fabrics were most frequent on sites forming a northeast-southwest axis across
the study area, whilst vegetal-tempering formed an axis at right angles to this
distribution (Figure 1.3). As the geology in his study area provides abundant deposits
of sand — another potential, and easily exploited, source of temper — it is puzzling why
these alternative types of temper were so commonly used. Furthermore, as grog-
tempering does not occur in any significant frequency anywhere else in early Anglo-
Saxon southern England, Russel suggested that the temper choices might be influenced
by cultural tradition (Russel 1984, 547-9).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 1.3: Contour plots of the frequencies of occurrence of grog-tempered
ceramics and vegetal-tempered ceramics in East Anglia (Russel 1984, Figure 12.3).
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Russel’s observations certainly support Paul Blinkhorn’s (1997) assertions that
habitus influenced Anglo-Saxon pottery production. Blinkhorn proposes that the spatial
distribution of fabric types at a number of settlement sites may indicate the occupation
of different areas of the settlement by people of different cultural origins. At North
Raunds (Northamptonshire), for example, whilst sand- and grit-tempered ceramics were
found in all areas of the site, they appeared as the major ware-types in certain areas.
Sand-tempered ceramics were concentrated in the part of the site which saw the focus of
the middle Anglo-Saxon activity, and the gritty-fabrics focused in the areas of earlier
occupation. This distribution was first interpreted as having technological and
chronological significance. It was assumed that two contemporary groups of potters
were operating on the site, one group tempering with naturally-occurring sand, whilst
the other used the more time-consuming method of crushing rock. Seeing that a quicker
and more efficient method of pottery manufacture was available, over time this second
group switched to using sand. This interpretation accounted for the inflated quantities
of sand-tempered pottery in later features and suggested that the grit-tempered pottery
found in later features was residual (Blinkhorn 1997, 119).

When this interpretation was applied to the nearby early to middle Anglo-Saxon
site of Pennyland (Milton Keynes), just 30km from North Raunds and located on
similar geology, the interpretation was seen to be flawed. The geological constraints
and the proximity of these two sites unsurprisingly resulted in a similar range of fabrics
and temper types being utilised. At Pennyland, however, the sand-tempered pottery was
seen to concentrate in the earlier areas of the site, whilst the supposedly earlier grit-
tempered pottery focused in the subsequent middle Anglo-Saxon areas. As Blinkhorn
notes, factors of re-deposition may have affected these distributions, but as no decorated
early Anglo-Saxon pottery was found in any of the middle Anglo-Saxon features, such
an interpretation is unlikely (Blinkhorn 1997, 119). These distributions, he advocates,
are the result of habitus, suggesting that the fluctuations and distributions in temper type
can be accounted for by fluctuations in the numbers of people of different cultural
backgrounds within an individual settlement.

If distinct concentrations of ceramic types are seen in settlements, and can be
seen to represent people of different cultural traditions, we must ask whether similar
distributions can be identified in funerary contexts. The clustering of fabric types is, in
fact, something that is being increasingly noticed in the analysis of pottery from
cemeteries. At the cemetery of Mucking Ailsa Mainman noted that, whilst all fabric

types occur throughout the site (suggesting that there was not clustering of fabric-types),
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urns tempered with calcareous materials appear to have a more south-easterly
distribution within the site, whilst those made of sandy-fabrics and grass-tempered
fabrics have a more westerly distribution (Mainman 2009, 589-90). A similar pattern
was recorded at Sancton (Yorkshire), with all fabric types being found across the
cemetery site, but with certain types occurring more frequently in some areas then
others (Timby 1993, 273). At Lackford (Suffolk), tight clusters of urns made in sandy
fabrics were identified, and Russel (1993, 110) suggested that this might be indicative
of burial in family groups.

In the recently-published analysis of pottery from the middle Saxon settlement
site of Flixborough (North Lincolnshire), Jane Young and Alan Vince plotted the spatial
distributions of fabric-types from find-sites in the whole county of Lincolnshire. Their
work revealed that some types occur more frequently in certain areas than others.
However, the majority of sites in their study were located in central and southern
Lincolnshire; indeed, only seven early and middle Anglo-Saxon sites from North
Lincolnshire were included in their plots. This is only a fraction of the 80 find-sites that
actually exist in this area (see below). The present study will plot the geographical
distributions of fabric types from all 80 sites identified in North Lincolnshire, thereby
enabling identification of subtle patterns in fabric distribution. If different settlements
were producing and using different types of fabric, plotting the distribution of fabrics
within the cemeteries themselves will allow exploration of whether different
communities were burying their dead in community plots. Chapter 5, therefore,
considers the fabric of pottery found at the cemeteries of Elsham and Cleatham and the
settlement sites that surround them. Specifically, it investigates the geographical
distributions of fabric types within North Lincolnshire as a whole and the individual
cemeteries themselves. Having considered the background to the questions posed at the
beginning of this chapter, that will allow us to better understand cemeteries as
individual entities and the way that burial was organised within them, the following
discussion considers the possibility that cremation cemeteries served as centralised

burial places.

Settlements, Cemeteries and Tribal Territories

Its size and location central to the other probably early Anglo-Saxon
settlements of Goodmanham, Londesborough, Market Weighton, North
Newbald, and Nunburnholme, suggest that it may have been a central
crematorium serving the surrounding Anglian communities.

(Faull 1976, 231, emphasis added).
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The above observations were made of Sancton (Yorkshire), a cremation cemetery of
¢.340 cremations (Faull 1976, 231; Timby 1993, 243-4). Faull’s comments represent
the first assertion that these cemeteries were large-scale depositories serving a number
of dispersed communities. In recent years this idea has gained momentum and it has
even been argued that they represent ‘centralised burial places’ which may have
possessed their own ‘tribal territories’ (Leahy 1993, 36; Williams 2004a, 114;
Williamson 1993, 68). A large amount of evidence has been gathered to support such
claims and no scholar has been more proactive in collecting and analysing this data than
Howards Williams (2002b; 2004a). In addition to the characteristics identified by Faull
—a central location and large burial population — from Williams’s work we can now add
a number of other common features, including topographical location, relationship to
pre-existing monuments, and proximity to major routes and track-ways. The following
discussion reviews each characteristic before moving on to question the validity of the
way that the centralised territorial theory has been investigated. It will then be
demonstrated how we can use ceramics to test these claims and to investigate the extent

of these putative territories.

Size of Burial Population

In most cases we know virtually nothing about the hinterlands of Anglo-Saxon
cremation cemeteries (Williams 20044, 119) and it is extremely rare to find a settlement
which can be directly related to a cemetery. In the few instances where the latter has
been possible we know little of the settlement’s full extent, as they have not been fully
excavated or indeed, not excavated at all. Fortunately, Mucking provides the exception

and a benchmark by which to compare the size of settlement and cemetery populations.

Mucking

Between 1965 and 1978 excavations at Mucking uncovered two cemeteries, totalling
808 burials (346 inhumation and 463 cremations), and an adjacent settlement
comprising 203 sunken featured buildings (SFBs) and ¢.65 post-built structures (Table
1.1 and Figure 1.4). The cemeteries appear to have been in use from c. AD 425 to
€.625, whilst the settlement was occupied from the fifth to the eighth century. Itis
believed that c.42 of the settlement’s post-built structures and 149 SFBs were
contemporary with the cemeteries, equating to an average eight post-built structures and
thirteen SFBs standing at any point in time (Hirst and Clark 2009, 1-2,763-4).
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From this data, varying estimates of the cemeteries’ living population have been
calculated. Hamerow (1988, 128-31) initially suggested c.60 individuals per generation,
but in light of new dating evidence this was later corrected to 125-149, whilst Hirst and
Clark suggest a minimum 94 and a maximum 136 individuals.* Despite considerable
variation between these estimates, they do at least provide an indication of the size of
population needed to produce a large cemetery and from these approximations there is
little to suggest that the burial population originated from anywhere other than the
adjacent settlement (Hirst and Clark 2009, 1-2,763-4). With an appreciation of the size
of population needed to supply a cemetery of a minimum 808 individuals over 200
years we can now consider the largest known Anglo-Saxon cremation cemetery against

the settlement evidence.

Spong Hill

Between 1972 and 1984 Spong Hill was fully excavated, revealing ¢.2700 cremations,
57 inhumations, and an adjacent settlement site (Figure 1.5). From her analysis of the
cremated remains, Jacquie McKinley suggested that over the 150-200 year life of the
cemetery, to provide the whole burial population, at any single point in time it would be
necessary to have a living population of between 56 and 96 family units each of eight
individuals (McKinley 1994, 70). If one considers the three ‘halls’ and six/seven SFBs
identified to the north-west of the cemetery, and also compares this data with that from
Mucking (Table 1.1 and Figure 1.5), the size of this adjacent settlement certainly does
not seem able to sustain anything like the number of people required to provide the
burial population. Although it is acknowledged that this settlement has not been fully
excavated, crop marks do provide an indication of its extent and it appears that even if it
were fully investigated it would not have been able to support the number of family
units required (McKinley 1994, 70).

* Hamerow’s original estimate was based on the assumption that the settlement and cemeteries were
wholly contemporary (Hirst and Clark 2007, 764). Hirst and Clark’s estimate is calculated from an
assumption of 38-46 individuals (of a reproductive generation), spread between 8-10 households, with
each household containing an average of 4-5 adolescent and adult individuals along with 3-4 children
(Hirst and Clark 2009, 763-4).
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Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 1.4: Mucking excavated area, note the proximity of the settlement to the
cemeteries (Hamerow 1988).

Number of excavated burials
Settlement and cemetery life span
Average number of burials per annum
Living population estimates
(at any point in time):
Hamerow
corrected Hamerow
Hirst and Clark
McKinley

Contemporary settlement remains

Average number of standing structures

(at any point in time)

Spong Hill
€.2700
€.150-200 years
c.13.5-18

446-768
6/7 SFBs
3 ‘halls’

Mucking
808

¢.200 years
4.6-5.5

60 per generation
125-149
94-136

149 SFBs

C. 42 post-built
structures

c.8 post-built
structures

c.13 SFBs

Table 1.1: A comparison of the Spong Hill and Mucking settlement and cemetery data
(derived from Hamerow 1988, 128-131; Hirst and Clark 2009, 1-2,763-4; McKinley
1994, 70).
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Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 1.5: Excavated area of Spong Hill (Norfolk); note the post-built structures and
sunken-featured buildings in the north-west corner (Hills et al. 1994, Figure 149).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic
media

Figure 1.6: The area surrounding Spong Hill, note the evidence for early
Anglo-Saxon activity (McKinley 1994, Figure 2)
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Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in
electronic media

Figure 1.7: Evidence of early Anglo-Saxon
activity around cremation cemeteries.
Clockwise from top: Loveden Hill, Cleatham
and Millgate. Note the second cemetery just
to the north-east of Loveden Hill (Leahy
2007a, Figure 5; Williams 2002b Figure 4;
Kinsley Figure 2).

Based on this demographic data, it seems probable that the remains of people
were brought to the Spong Hill cemetery for burial from elsewhere. Encouragingly, an
examination of the surrounding area demonstrates that the cemetery is indeed central to
a number of sites with evidence for early Anglo-Saxon settlement (Figure 1.6).
Consideration of the landscape around other cemeteries presents a similar pattern;
Cleatham, Millgate, Loveden Hill and West Keal (Figures 1.7 and 1.9), for example, all
have evidence of settlement within a few kilometres of the respective cemeteries
(Kinsley 1989, Figure 2; Leahy 2007a, 5; Williams 2002b, Figures 4 and 5).
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The Location of Cremation Cemeteries

There does not appear to be a uniform pattern in the location of cremation cemeteries,
but studies do suggest that their location was not randomly chosen either; they are
frequently shown to be related to distinctive topography, existing route-ways and
monuments, as well as places of late Roman political authority (Williams 2004a, 119).
Williams believes that these features combined to enable cremation cemeteries to
function as ‘central places for ceremonies and rituals surrounding death’ and as centres
of socio-political cohesion, integral to the reproduction of group identities and political
authority (Williams 2002b, 342, 357). Each of these characteristics will now be

discussed.

Prominent Locations

Cremation cemeteries often occupy prominent topographical locations. For example,
Sancton cemetery is positioned on the western facing slope of the Sancton Wold,
overlooking the present village of Sancton (Timby 1993, 245). Likewise, Loveden Hill,
as its name suggests, is located on a prominent hill and although the land to the east of
the site is slightly higher, the hill is one of the most striking and easily recognised
landmarks in the vicinity. Its position, Williams argues, demonstrates a desire for the
cemetery to be visible from the higher ground in the east but also from the lower lying
land around the Witham Valley in the west. This location makes the cemetery and
surrounding settlements ‘intervisible’, allowing the living to overlook the dead and the

dead to overlook the living in their everyday activities (Williams 2004a, 119-20).

Prehistoric and Roman Monuments

The founders of cremation cemeteries appear to have had a desire to locate these burial
grounds close to pre-existing monuments. For example, inhumations and cremations
abut and overlay a Bronze Age barrow at Abingdon (Oxfordshire) (Williams 1997, 6)
and in excess of 100 urns were buried in the prehistoric ditch at Elsham (Figure 1.16
(Leahy 20074, 12). This practice of reuse stretches the breadth of early Anglo-Saxon
England and extends from single burials to the largest of the inhumation and cremation
cemeteries. Indeed, Williams (Williams 1997, 1, 4; 1998, 92-4) identified 334 instances
of appropriation from over 1200 known Anglo-Saxon burial sites (c.25%). Monuments
reused include megalithic long barrows and earthen long barrows, henges, stone circles

and linear earthworks, and Iron Age square barrows. Moreover, when one considers
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only the sites that were excavated to ‘modern’ standards, the incidence of reuse is
greatly increased and may be as high as 54% (Williams 1997, 1, 4; 1998, 92-4).

Although not as widely appropriated as the prehistoric features, Roman
monuments were also reused for burial throughout the fifth to seventh centuries.
Structures employed include villas, mausolea, cemeteries, temples, barrows, forts and
roads, with the type of reuse ranging from enclosure by, insertion within, and alignment
on these Roman features (Williams, 1997, 9-14; 1998, 94). Ancaster (Lincolnshire),
for example, is just beyond the limits of a Roman walled town. Similarly, Millgate is
situated adjacent to a Roman roadside settlement, and Cleatham is just ¢.500m from a
Roman villa (Leahy 20074, 5; Williams 2002b, 347; 20044, 124).

The incorporation of these monuments into cemeteries may have influenced the
way in which the cemetery was entered, or they may even have served as platforms for
the performance of certain rituals and mortuary rites (Williams 1998, 91, 99). They
may also have been seen as powerful liminal places, the dwelling places of ancient
beings and ancestral spirits, and enactment of mortuary rituals and union of the newly
deceased with these ancient places may have served to negotiate and construct social
and group identities (Williams 1998, 103). Indeed, as there was a long-lived tradition
of this practice in the Germanic ‘homelands’ during in the pre-Roman Iron Age, perhaps
this was a continuation of the rite and an attempt by immigrant communities to create
and legitimise an imagined ancestry (Williams 1997, 22-3, 25; 1998, 95, 104).

Networks, Route-ways and Roman Roads

Cremation cemeteries were generally well served by pre-existing route-ways (Williams
2002b, 350-355). Sancton, for example, lies just to the east of the Roman road from
Brough-on-Humber to Malton (Vince 2004, 1) and Elsham all but touches the
prehistoric route-way known as Middlegate Lane (Berisford and Knowles n.d., 2;
Eagles 1989, 204). Waterways can also be added to the range of infrastructure utilised;
Loveden Hill is visible from the River Whitham, while Millgate is just 250m from the
confluence of the rivers Devon and Trent (Kinsley 1989, 3). These route-ways may
have provided a processional route along which the corpse or ashes were carried to the
cemeteries (Williams 2002b, 350-5; 20044, 114).

Summary
In summary, cremation cemeteries such as Spong Hill, Loveden Hill, Cleatham and

Elsham appear to be too large to be sustained by an individual settlement; their
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dispersed and prominent locations, proximity to pre-existing monuments and route-
ways, and the evidence for early Anglo-Saxon activity in the areas around the sites
suggest that they may, indeed, have acted as centralised burial sites. With such
evidence in mind a number of scholars have attempted to identify putative catchment

and territories that these cemeteries might have served.

The Catchment Areas of Cremation Cemeteries

The cemeteries of Loveden Hill and Millgate, which are just c.15km apart, were
established in the fifth century. Bruce Eagles (1989, 211) suggests that both cemeteries
were founded to serve communities in distinct ‘Anglian territories’ — Millgate in the
area of the North Mercians and Loveden Hill in that of the Middle Angles. Leahy has
similarly considered the distribution of cremation cemeteries throughout Lincolnshire
(Figure 1.1), and reports that as they are ‘equally spaced’, each of ‘the five large’
cemeteries may each have possessed ‘its own territory’ and that these ‘territories’ might
represent the ‘original folk groupings of the settlement period” (Leahy 1999, 129). He
proposed that the banks of the Humber were served by Elsham and Bagmoor, the
middle of the Wolds by South Elkington, the southern edge of the Wolds by West Keal,
and the west of the county by Cleatham (Leahy 1993, 36; 1999, 129). In an attempt to
determine the catchment area of Spong Hill, McKinley considered its proximity to other
cemeteries in Norfolk. Based on the assumption that settlements would use their
nearest available cemetery, she determined that a 5.5 to 10 mile elliptical catchment

area might have existed around this cemetery (Figure 1.8) (McKinley 1994, 70-71).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in
electronic media

Figure 1.8: McKinley’s proposed Spong Hill catchment area
(McKinley 1994, Fig. 15).
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When cemetery distribution is considered alongside characteristics of location
(see above) it cannot be denied that there is a compelling body of evidence to suggest
that large cremation cemeteries of this period were the ‘centralised’ crematoria
suggested by Faull (1976, 231). Despite this, there are questions over how these
catchment areas are investigated and, in particular, how we understand their extent. For
example, Leahy (1993; 1999), Eagles (1989) and McKinley (1994) have all identified
putative catchment areas solely by considering the spatial distribution of cemeteries.
The problem with this approach, however, is that it overlooks the evidence provided by
settlements. Surely, if we are attempting to identify catchment areas of cemeteries, then
we should also be considering their locations with respect to the settlement sites that
used them.

A further problem with the exploration of catchment areas is that even when the
locations of cemeteries and settlements are considered together, little indication is ever
provided about how these sites fit into the wider Anglo-Saxon landscape. For example,
Figures 1.7 and 1.9 are taken from Williams’s (2002b) paper ‘Cemeteries as Central
Places — Places and Identity in Migration Period Eastern England’; here we see that
each cemetery is placed at the centre of an arbitrary c. 5km by 5km field of view and
that evidence of settlement is plotted around them. Whilst these figures do clearly
demonstrate that there is evidence for settlement around the respective cemeteries, we
do not know what lies beyond the ¢.5km by 5km box, or how far this evidence for
settlement actually stretches. It is quite possible that if Williams included a larger area,
containing a number of cemeteries, we might find that there is a relatively continuous
spread of settlement evidence between them. This would be in complete contrast to the
impression that we are given here by Williams, namely that cremation cemeteries lay at
the heart of discrete concentrations of settlement.

The occurrence of smaller burial grounds within the putative catchment areas of
large cemeteries represent a further complication to understanding of large cremation
cemeteries and their territories . Looking again at Loveden Hill, for example, we see
that to the east of the site there is another burial ground — a sixth-century inhumation
cemetery with 30 interments (Figure 1.7) (Williams 2004a, 121). This is not an isolated
occurrence; when one considers the rest of the county of Lincolnshire it soon becomes
clear that many small fifth- and sixth-century inhumation and mixed-rite cemeteries are
intermingled with the large cremation cemeteries. Fonaby, for example, located
midway between South Elkington and Elsham, contains twelve cremations and 49

inhumations. Worlaby, a cemetery of twelve cremations and a single inhumation is just
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c¢.4 km north-west of Elsham, and the larger inhumation cemetery of Castledyke,
appears to have been in use throughout the life of the large cremation cemeteries
(Eagles 1989, 209; Leahy 1993, 39-42). This intermingling of smaller cemeteries is not
restricted to Lincolnshire; Figure 1.10 shows the locations of cemeteries and the
settlements in the Lark Valley (Suffolk) whilst Figure 1.6 shows the proximity of Spong
Hill to a smaller inhumation cemetery just 2km north of the site.

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 1.9: The locations of Baston and Loveden Hill cemeteries
with respect to evidence for early Anglo-Saxon settlement
(Williams 2002b, Figures 3 and 4).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 1.10: The Lark Valley, Suffolk (adapted from West 1985, Figure 4).
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Whether or not these small cemeteries were, as Williams suggests, founded
slightly later (perhaps up to a generation later) than the large cremation cemeteries, we
know that once established they continued to be used alongside their larger neighbours
(Williams 20044, 115). Conditions may have been such that certain groups were, for
some reason, denied access to the large cremation cemeteries; alternatively, they may
simply have preferred to inter their dead in a smaller cemetery. Whatever the reason, it
appears that people living in alleged ‘catchment areas’ or ‘territories’” had other burial
options open to them; therefore, people would not, by default, necessarily be interred at
centralised or territorial burial places (Williams 20044, 115). Until we understand the
relationship between settlements and larger cremation cemeteries, we will be unable to
consider how smaller cemeteries interacted with their larger neighbours. It is a major
aim of this thesis, then, to shed further light on the relationship between large cremation
cemeteries and their surrounding settlements.

Arbitrarily selecting study areas and joining dots on maps is clearly not a valid
way to study these settlement and cemetery relationships. We must attempt to establish
empirical and testable methodologies through which to investigate the relationship
between large cemeteries and their surrounding settlements. The problem, however, is
that cemeteries and settlements are very different types of site and their methods of
formation are poles apart; settlement remains are the result of continued occupation and
day-to-day activity where natural actions and reactions, using domestic material culture,
continually create and modify ‘lived in’ vestiges. On the other hand, cemeteries may
only have been visited on occasion and the main visible remains of human action are the
result of contrived funerary practices. As urn burials rarely intercut one another there
are few discernible relationships between them and each burial stands alone as a
discreet archaeological deposit representing a single moment in time.

Furthermore, as cinerary assemblages consist of burnt remains and a restricted
range of grave goods (such as iron implements, glass beads, fragments of bone comb
and cremated animal remains), there is often very little evidence to tie settlements to
cemeteries. However, the situation is not as bleak as it might first appear. One form of
material culture common to both types of site are ceramic vessels; at the cemeteries
these are the urns, whilst at settlements they are the domestic cooking, serving and
storage pots. A comparative analysis of this common material culture is a key element

of this research.
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Using Pots to Investigate Hinterlands

As discussed earlier in the chapter, for at least the last 70 years the majority of scholars
believed that cremation urns were manufactured especially for the funeral. Yet none of
the evidence which has been used to support these claims stands up to scrutiny. Use-
alteration analysis of cremation urns from Elsham and Cleatham demonstrates that the
majority were used domestically before their burials (Chapter 2; Perry 2011). Thus, if
there truly is no distinction between cremation urns and domestic pottery, then we must
ask whether we can identify, through the analysis of ceramic fabric types, the
settlements from which these urns originated. In order to consider whether such an
approach is possible we must examine how pottery was produced and distributed in the
early Anglo-Saxon period.

The Production of Pottery in the Early Anglo-Saxon Period

It is generally accepted that the production of pottery in early Anglo-Saxon England
was small scale, undertaken at household level for individual consumption.” No scholar
has demonstrated this more convincingly than Andrew Russel (1984). Through detailed
petrographic analysis of pottery from 36 early Anglo-Saxon settlement sites in East
Anglia, Russel showed that the pottery fulfilled every characteristic of Prudence Rice’s
(1981) criteria for the identification of household production in the archaeological

record. Rice’s (1981, 222) criteria are as follows:

1. There should be little uniformity in technological characteristics such as kinds
and proportions of clays and tempers and (perhaps because of incomplete
knowledge) firing conditions.

2. Although similar styles of decoration and form reflect current ideas ("mental
templates™) of what a bowl or jar should look like, there should be variation
based on idiosyncratic factors (skill, time spent, etc.).

3. Although "use"-functional distinctions should be apparent (e.g., among
forms), "social"-functional (i.e., status-reinforcing) differences should not be
evident. There should be no class of pottery which can be inferred to be "elite"
by virtue of unusual appearance or unusual depositional context.

4. There should be small (e.g., household) concentrations of similar paste, form,
design, not an even distribution of these traits over the site.

> David Peacock (1982, 8) characterises household production in the ethnographic records as pottery
made by individual households for their own consumption. Production is secondary to other economic
and subsistence concerns and may be seen a ‘chore’, ‘on a par with cooking and cleaning’. The range of
vessel types is functional and made according to ‘time-honoured cultural recipes’. Production is sporadic,
with firings being on an ‘as the need arises’ basis. Indeed, producers might only fire one vessel at a time.
The limited and sporadic nature of production means that no investment in technologies, such as the
wheel or kiln, is needed.
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Russel’s results revealed that, while there was relative uniformity in temper (in that a
small range of types were utilised throughout his study area; for example, dung, grog,
and sand), the same type of temper was not always added to the same type of clay
(Rice’s first criterion). There is no evidence for kiln structures in the early Anglo-
Saxon period, nor is there any consistency in firing conditions, thus all evidence points
to the firing of pottery in simple bonfires (Rice’s first criterion). The conditions in
bonfire firings are such that, once lit, it is difficult to fully control temperate and air
flow in the fire. The range of pottery forms is limited, although types do appear to have
been manufactured according to mental templates (Rice’s second criterion). No ‘elite’
types were identifiable, with the range of decoration, fabric and form being the same in
both settlement sand cemeteries (Rice’s third criterion). Russel acknowledged that
household concentrations of fabric types were difficult to identify, due to the limited
size of excavations and the fact that pottery was largely recovered from secondary
contexts. However, at Grimstone End, where large scale excavation was undertaken, it
was possible to show that certain types of temper were focused in specific areas of the
site (Rice’s fourth criterion) (Russel 1984, 577-8). These findings accord with
Blinkhorn’s observations of the distributions of fabric-types at Mucking, North Raunds
and Pennyland (see above and Blinkhorn 1997).

Russel’s analysis also revealed that potters do not appear to have travelled over
long distances to obtain raw materials for pottery production (Russel 1984, 568). His
results are complemented by a number of other petrological analyses of early Anglo-
Saxon pottery, which have demonstrated that raw materials were likely to have been
obtained from within just a few kilometres of the sites from which the pottery was
excavated (Arnold 1988, 76; Arnold and Russel 1983, 25; Williams 1992, 6; Vince
2007b; 2004, 15; Vince et al. 2008, 8). It is also apparent that pottery rarely travelled
any great distance from its point of production to final place of deposition (Arnold
1988, 76; Arnold and Russel 1983; Vince 2008, 4).° There is, therefore, very little

evidence for the exchange and movement of pottery in this period.

® One fabric for which large scale distribution from a single source area has been argued — however, are
the acid igneous rock-tempered, so-called Charnwood-type fabrics (Williams and Vince 1997). It was
long thought that the source of these igneous clasts was to be found in the Mountsorrel granodiorite, a
series of granitic rocks which crop out in modern Leicestershire, and that this pottery was manufactured
in this single area and then distributed throughout midland and eastern England (Williams and Vince
1997; Ixer and Vince 2009). However, a recent analysis of Charnwood-type fabrics from North and East
Yorkshire has demonstrated that whilst a very small number of these Yorkshire samples did potentially
originate from Leicestershire, the vast majority were produced locally, using materials that were available
within the vicinity of the sites at which they were found (Ixer and Vince 2009). It seems, then, that whilst
Leicestershire-produced Charnwood-type fabrics were moving around eastern England, the extent to this
was happening was on nothing like the scale previously conceived.
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In light of the evidence that there was little movement of pottery in the early
Anglo-Saxon period, Chris Arnold (1981, 246) has made the following observations
which are the foundations on which much of the present study is built. He reports that,
if pottery was manufactured at a settlement level by individual households and then
transferred to a cemetery, it is the ‘distance from the chosen cemetery that controls the
distance of deposition from the point of production of the urn’ and, consequently, ‘the
burial pattern may be a stronger force in determining the dispersal patterns [of pottery]
than the system of trade and exchange’ (Arnold 1981, 246 emphasis added).
Comparing pottery from settlements and cemeteries, then, should allow us to plot
distribution patterns of identical fabric types. As these distribution patterns are
influenced more by the choice of cemetery than the trade of vessels, they should mirror
the burial pattern, potentially revealing relationships between cemeteries and
settlements and communities’ choices of burial ground (Figure 1.11). These identical
fabric types are identified through detailed petrographic analysis, discussed in Chapter
5.

e

Figure 1.11: A possible burial pattern identified through the analysis of
ceramic fabrics. Blue circles represent large cremation cemeteries; green
circles represent mixed rite, inhumation and smaller cremation cemeteries;
and red triangles represent settlements sites (based on Arnold 1981, Figure
17.3).

As discussed above, in the rare cases where a cremation cemetery has been
found with an adjacent settlement, petrological analysis has demonstrated that the
fabrics of pottery recovered from both settlement and cemetery contexts was identical
(Brisbane 1980; Mainman 2009). However, if we are to employ petrological analysis as
a means of identifying settlement sites from which cremation urns might have derived,

and thus ascertain the catchment areas of these cemeteries, we must look beyond those
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cemeteries with adjacent settlements and be certain that we can pinpoint identical
fabrics in settlements and cemeteries which are not immediately adjacent to one
another. In the material attributed to the so-called Illington/Lackford Potter it appears

that such analysis is, indeed, possible.

Illington/Lackford Pottery

Illington/Lackford pottery is a collection of late sixth-century pottery which, on stylistic
grounds, has been attributed to the work of a single potter or potting workshop. Pottery
of this type first came to light in 1937 when Myres drew attention to a number of well-
made vessels, from Lackford and West Stow (both Suffolk), which shared common
decorative elements (Myres 1937, 391) (Figure 1.12). Over the next fifty years or so,
vessels of this type were identified on ten sites in Suffolk, including Lakenheath,
Lackford and Illington (Russel 1984, 477-8, 520). Myres (1969, 132) coined the name
‘Illington/Lackford’ in 1969, naming the workshop after the two cemeteries which had

produced the greatest quantities of these vessels.

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 1.12: Urns attributed to the Illington/Lackford workshop
(Davison et al. 1993, Figure 25; Myres 1937, Figure 3).

28



The geographical distribution of these Illington/Lackford pots led Myres to
suggest that the work of this potter, or potters, was the nearest thing to commercial
production known in the early Anglo-Saxon period, and he provided over 100 examples
of this type in his Corpus (Myres 1937, 391; 1977, 349-56; Russel 1984, 478, 484). In
1981, macroscopic study of Lackford/Illington material was undertaken; this study
identified thirteen fabrics within the tradition (Green et al. 1981). It was not until 1984
that petrographic analysis was undertaken on Illington/Lackford urns, when Andrew
Russel examined 116 of these vessels in thin section (Russel 1984). His analysis
divided the pottery into two broad groups — those made of silty-clay and those made of
sandy-clay. These two groups were further separated in to 20 sub-fabrics (Russel 1984,
520).

Out of the 20 sub-fabrics, five appear on more than one site, suggesting that
either a number of communities were using the same clay source to produce similar
vessels, or that they were being manufactured in a single area and then traded (Russel
1984, 522). Vessels manufactured in the sandy-clay fabrics were found on all ten
Illington/Lackford sites and this distribution would certainly appear to suggest a
developed system of exchange (Russel 1984, 524). The silty-clay fabrics, on the other
hand, are less dispersed, being confined mainly to the northern Illington/Lackford find-
sites, such as Lakenheath, Illington and Thetford. Indeed, thirteen of these silty fabrics
are found at a single site — Illington (Russel 1984, 525, 8). Russel’s analysis of two
sites where Illington/Lackford pottery was identified, West Stow and Lackford, have
particular relevance to this study and, as such, background information on these sites
and a brief discussion of Russel’s results are provided here.

Excavations at Lackford in the late 1940s recovered over 500 urns, 23 of which
were subsequently attributed by Myres (1969; 1977) to the Illington/Lackford potter.
Crop marks and domestic pottery spreads directly north of the site imply that there was
a settlement associated with the cemetery. Although this putative settlement remains
unexcavated, the extent of the remains suggests that the cemetery could not have been
supported by this site alone. Examination of the surrounding area reveals other early
Anglo-Saxon settlements, including West Stow, just one mile east of Lackford (Figure
1.10) (Lethbridge 1951; Russel 1984, 478; West 1985, 140).

The multi-period settlement and cemetery site of West Stow has a long history
of investigation. Local people were known to have collected material from the site
between 1849-52 after sand extraction revealed quantities of human remains, Anglo-

Saxon grave goods and pottery. Although no accurate record of the cemetery was ever

29



made, it is believed that in the region of 100 people were buried there (West 1985, 9,
65). Excavations concerned with the Anglo-Saxon settlement were undertaken from
1965-1972. The excavations recovered almost 70 SFBs and fourteen post-built
structures (West 1985, 10-53), but of interest to this particular study are the
Illington/Lackford vessels retrieved from the cemetery and the Illington/Lackford
sherds assembled from the settlement.

Petrographic analysis of Illington/Lackford pottery demonstrates that sandy-clay
Fabric 7 and silty-clay Fabric 2 both only occur at the cemetery of Lackford and
settlement of West Stow. Although the exact place of production of these vessels is
unknown, it certainly demonstrates that it is possible to identify examples of early
Anglo-Saxon pottery in disparate funerary and non-burial contexts which have a
common source. With this in mind, a regional study of cemetery and settlement
material should, therefore, allow the identification of domestic and funerary vessels
with a common source, which in turn will allow clear ‘ceramic hinterlands’ to be drawn
around cemeteries. Having discussed the major issues surrounding the study of
cremation urns thus far, it is now time to consider the cemeteries and non-funerary sites

that will be studied in an attempt to address these issues.

Study Cemetery: Cleatham

Location

The cemetery of Cleatham is located on land belonging to Cleatham House Farm in the
parish of Manton, North Lincolnshire. It rests on the crest of the Lincoln Edge, a
Jurassic Limestone escarpment which runs north-south down the western side of the
county (Figure 1.1) (Leahy 2007a, 3-4). Three kilometres to the east is the Roman road
of Ermine Street, connecting the cemetery with Lincoln, whist 22km to the north the
Humber Estuary provides a direct link to the North Sea. Some 7km to the east is the
River Ancholme, which along with its flanking marshland would have provided a major
obstacle for east-west movement in the early Anglo-Saxon period (Leahy 2007a, xvii,
30).

Discovery and Excavation

Cleatham has a long history of investigation, the cemetery having first been identified in
1856 when workmen, building a road along the parish boundary of Manton and Kirton-
in-Lindsey, reported finding 50 to 60 cremation urns in a small mound. Unfortunately,

after retrieving brass tweezers from one of the urns, the workmen smashed the pots to

30



pieces (Leahy 2007a, 1; Trollope 1857, 275-6). Only seven urns escaped destruction
and these vessels found their way into a number of museums, later being illustrated in
Myres’ 1977 A Corpus of Anglo-Saxon Pottery of the Pagan Period. The cemetery
appears in the studies of Myres (1977) and Meaney (1964) under the name Kirton-in-
Lindsey, yet it would appear that the workmen’s finds were made on the northern edge
of the parish of Kirton-in-Lindsey, on the boundary with Manton. It was assumed that
these finds represented the northern limit of a Kirton-in-Lindsey cemetery but it is likely
that what they had discovered was the southern extent of the Cleatham cemetery which
spreads northwards into Manton (Leahy 200743, 2).

The first modern archaeological excavations of the site were undertaken in 1979
after surface finds of pottery and burnt bone were reported to North Lincolnshire
Museum. The excavations recovered ten vessels, of which only three were represented
by anything more than their bases, and it was feared that the cemetery had been all but
ploughed out. Interest in the cemetery was renewed in 1984 when further finds were
reported; fieldwork was once more undertaken and the results again suggested that the
cemetery had been destroyed. Nonetheless, in 1985, after learning that deep-ploughing
was to take place on the land, it was determined that further excavations should take
place. The work was undertaken in five three-week seasons, ending in September 1989,
and resulted in the near-complete excavation of the cemetery and the recovery of the
remains of 1204 urns and 62 inhumations and demonstrated that the cemetery had been
in use from the early fifth century through to the late seventh century (Eagles 1989, 209;
Leahy 20074, xvii, 2-3; 2007b, 38).

Excavation was undertaken in 2x2m squares, the topsoil being removed by hand
to ensure no damage to the archaeological features and allowing un-stratified sherds to
be recovered and then returned to the vessels from which they had been separated.
Subsoil was excavated in 100mm spits as problems were experienced in identifying
archaeological features and it was rarely possible to locate the edges of the urn pits
(Leahy 20074, 23). In most cases urns were lifted in soil blocks and excavated on the
tabletop away from the site; however, intercutting vessels were excavated in situ so that

stratigraphic relationships could be determined (Leahy 2007a, 23).

Cemetery Layout, Boundaries and Prehistoric Features
Although the burials seem to have been confined to a band of deeper subsoil running
north-south across the field, no boundaries to the cemetery were identified. The main

burial area appears to have been divided into two linear concentrations, separated by

31



¢.5m of clear ground, with both bands being densest in the north, thinning towards the
south (Figure 1.13) (Leahy 20073, 23- 5). A shallow ditch runs along the northern edge
of the site and this ditch seems to have limited the northern expansion of the cremation
cemetery; however, notably, inhumations were found beyond the limit of this boundary
(Leahy 20073, 23). Pottery and re-deposited grave goods found in the ditch
demonstrate that it was contemporaneous with the cremation cemetery, but as Grave 13,
an inhumation dated to the later sixth century, was cut into the fill of this ditch it is
assumed that it had been filled and was out of use by the end of the sixth century (Leahy
2007a, 23-5). Leahy’s phasing of the cemetery (see below) suggests that there was no
nodal point around which the cremation cemetery grew; indeed, the whole site appears
to have been in use from its inception to its demise (Leahy 20073, 25-29).
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Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 1.13: Cleatham excavated area; note the ditch along the cemetery’s
northern edge and the two ‘bands’ of burials (Leahy 2007a, Figure 8a).
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The location of the cemetery apparently corresponds with Williams’s (1997;
1998) observation that cemeteries of this date are often sited close to earlier monuments,
as there are indications that the site grew around pre-existing features. The cemetery
was located within 500m of a Roman villa at Mount Pleasant; indeed, Roman masonry
presumed to derive from this villa was found in the fill of inhumation Grave 36 (Leahy
2007a, 5, PI. 17). Moreover, Edward Trollope’s 1857 account reports that ‘Mr
Richardson ... on making a road on his land, had occasion to cut through a slightly
raised mound’ and it was from this ‘mound’ that the urns were recovered. Furthermore,
he reported that ‘on the northern side of the vases a quantity of stones were found —
perhaps connected with the Ustrina’ and above them from 4 to 5 feet of soil had been
heaped to form a tumulus’ (Trollope 1857, 275-6). Although no trace of this tumulus
was noted during the modern excavations, Leahy has stated that there is little doubt that
this feature did, indeed, represent the remains of a burial mound or a natural feature

which in the past had been perceived as an earlier barrow (Leahy 20074, 5).

Ceramic Analysis

A notable success of the Cleatham project was the development of decorative ‘Urn
Groups’ and the identification of stratigraphic relationships between urns. Indeed, on
the basis of these relationships the urns were assigned to chronological ‘phases’ which
ultimately led to the complete phasing of the cemetery (Leahy 20073, 29). As Leahy’s
grouping and phasing will be employed to investigate the growth and development of
the Elsham cemetery it is now appropriate to consider the background to these groups
and phases, as well as their implications for understanding of early Anglo-Saxon
cremation cemeteries.

On the basis of Cleatham urns’ decorative schemes, Leahy assigned each vessel
to an ‘Urn Group’. Leahy began his grouping with the simplest form of decoration,
with subsequent groups becoming progressively more complex (Table 1.1 and Figure
1.14). For example, Group 01 urns are plain and undecorated, while Group 02 urns
have horizontal lines around the neck. In Group 03 we advance from simple horizontal
lines to horizontal lines which enclose incised decoration and Group 04 is characterised
by multiple horizontal bands of decoration. Each of these groups is then further divided
into sub-groups; for example Group 02a urns have only horizontal rings of plain incised
or impressed decoration around the neck, while Group 02b urns also have bosses and
Group 02s urns have stamps, (Figure 1.15) (Leahy 2007a, 68-71, 91-94).

” An “Ustrina’ is a place of burning or cremation ground.
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Urn Group Attributes
00 Urns which are not reconstructible
01,bp Plain, undecorated vessels
02,abs Horizontal rings around the vessel’s neck
03,abs Defined horizontal band containing decoration
04,abns | Multiple horizontal bands containing decoration
05,abns | Continuous band of vertical, or angled, grooves or bosses around the
vessel
06,nqQs Massed or random stamping
07,abns | Grouped vertical and angled grooves or bosses
08,abms | Counter-angled lines or matting
09,bns Urns decorated with bows which contain decoration
10,absx | Rings and chevrons, not defined in a band
11,aqs Hanging bows
12,abns | Standing bows
13,bn Panelled decoration
14,abn Incised cursive designs
15, s ‘Daisy-Grid pots’ often with filled pendant triangles
16, b Sancton-Elkington style
17,s Sancton-Baston urns
18,as Urns decorated with chevrons and hanging bows
19,bn Asymmetrical band of decoration, non-repeating
20, n Chevron and boss decoration
21 ‘Roman’ vessels
22,ns X Unclassified urns with no parallels on site
Key:

a. Plain incised or impressed decoration

b. Vessels decorated with bosses

m. Vessels with modelled decoration

n. Vessels decorated with both stamps and bosses

p. Vessels bearing perforated bosses

g. Vessels related to a group but which cannot be assigned to it with full

confidence
s. Vessels decorated with stamps
X. Vessels with complex decoration

Table 1.2: Cleatham Urn Group classification system (after Leahy 2007, 69, Table 5).

Examples of Groups 01, 02, 03 and 04 are presented in Figures 1.14 and 1.15.
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Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 1.14: Examples of Leahy’s urn groups (Leahy 2007¢).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 1.15: Group 02 urns; clockwise from top left 02a, 02b, 02s (Leahy 2007c).
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Cleatham Earliest | Latest Cleatham Earliest | Latest
Classification | Phase | Phase | Classification | Phase Phase
01 1 5| 10s 3 4
01b 1 5| 10x 5 5
01p 3 5| 11a ? ?
02a 3 3| 11q 4 4
02b 1 1] 11s 5 5
02s 2 4| 12a ? ?
02n ? ?112b 1 1
03a 2 2| 12n ? ?
03b ? ? | 12s 4 4
03s 1 3| 13a ? ?
04a 4 4| 13b 1 4
04b 1 11| 13n 1 1
04n ? ?113q ? ?
04s 2 2| 14a 1 1
05a 1 2| 14b 1 1
05b 2 2| 14n 1 1
05n 4 4 | 14s ? ?
05s 1 2 | 15s 4 5
06s 2 2 | 16b 1? 1?
o6n 2 2| 17s 4? 4?
06q 2 2| 18a ? ?
07a 1 1 18q ? ?
07b 1 2| 18s 3 4
07n 2 2|19 1 1
07s 2 2| 19n 4 5
07q ? ? | 19q ? ?
08a 3 3| 19s 2 2
08b ? ? | 20n 1 3
08m 1 1| 20s ? ?
08s ? ? | 20X ? ?
09b 1 1]|2la 2 2
09n 5 5| 22a ? ?
09s 2 2| 22b ? ?
10a 1 11| 22n ? ?
10b ? ?122s ? ?
10q ? ? | 22X ? ?

Table 1.3: Phases attributed to each of the Cleatham Groups (data derived from Leahy
2007a, 89-112).
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Phasing

The intercutting relationships determined between urns allowed the decorative groups to
be correlated with phases within the life of the cemetery. These phases were developed
on the following assumptions; that urns cut by the burial of another urn represented
earlier and later burials respectively and that urns of the same decorative group, or sub-
group, and those buried side-by-side were contemporary. This allowed chronological
links between separate burial groups to be established, based upon which Leahy
developed a Harris matrix. This matrix identified five phases in the cemetery’s life
(Phase 1 being the earliest and 5 being the latest) and demonstrated that different
decorative groups belonged to specific phases (Leahy 2007a, 68-71).

Many decorative groups were assigned to a single phase, whilst others were
considered to have been in use over a number of phases (Table 1.3). Itis
acknowledged, however, that the length of time separating successive burials and
phases remains unknown. Nonetheless, the transparent nature of Leahy’s groupings
appears to provide an easily accessible and robust method through which to compare
and ‘date’ cremation urns, something which has long been lacking in the study of
Anglo-Saxon cremation urns (Kidd 1976; Leahy 2007a, 63-7; Morris 1974). Using his
decorative groupings, Leahy was able to parallel urns from other excavated cemeteries
within England. On many occasions the dates of artefacts associated with urns from
other cemeteries agreed with the ‘phases’ suggested for them by the Cleatham
groupings. For example, Spong Hill urn 2143 is decorated in the style of Cleatham
Group 10a, which belongs to Cleatham Phase 1, and it was associated with an applied
disc brooch dated to AD 450-500. Meanwhile, Lackford urn 50.126 is decorated in the
style of Group 11s, which at Cleatham belongs to Phase 5. This Lackford urn was
associated with a great square-headed cruciform brooch dated AD 510-550 (Leahy
2007a, 68-71; 89-122).

So, in some cases it is true that artefacts associated with urns at cemeteries other
than Cleatham corroborate the ‘dates’ suggested by the Cleatham phasing (in other
words, Leahy’s ‘early’ urns are associated with early artefacts, while ‘later’ styles are
associated with later artefacts). However, we must be wary of uncritically applying this
phasing to sites beyond Cleatham, since these phases have not been tested against
stratigraphic relationships between urns from other cemeteries. For instance, we cannot
say for certain whether an urn decorated in the style of Leahy’s Group 04b, which at
Cleatham belongs to Phase 1, should be considered as an ‘early’ style of decoration

when found at another cemetery. Even if it was associated with an artefact with an
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‘early’ date, we do not know how long the ‘early’ artefact (or the urn) was in circulation
before being buried in the urn. As the excavators of the Elsham cemetery recorded the
stratigraphic relationships between the cemetery’s urns, and the present author had
access to their records, it was possible to critically assess the applicability of Leahy’s
method of grouping and phasing to cemeteries beyond Cleatham (Chapter 4).

Although Leahy did attempt some level of ceramic fabric analysis in his study of
the pottery from Cleatham, he chose to devise his own method of classification, rather
than using the East Midland’s Anglo-Saxon Pottery Project (EMASPP) fabric type-
series, which is the standard method of recording pottery fabrics from Lincolnshire
(Vince and Young 1991; 1992). As all material deposited in the county’s museums is
expected to be recorded in accordance with this EMASPP type-series, Leahy’s use of a
‘home made’ fabric typology leaves Cleatham’s pottery isolated and difficult to
compare to that from the rest of the county. It is the intention of this project, therefore,
to classify the fabrics of the Cleatham and Elsham urns, and the pottery from the non-
funerary find sites, according to these standardised typologies, thus allowing for direct

comparisons between and within the sites.

Study Cemetery: Elsham

Location

The early Anglo-Saxon cremation cemetery of Elsham, ¢.15km north-east of Cleatham,
lies 245 feet above O.D. on a chalk plateau close to the western escarpment of the
northern Lincolnshire Wolds (Figure 1.1) (Berisford and Knowles n.d., 1; Leahy 2007a,
12). An ancient route-way, Middlegate Lane, forms the western edge of the cemetery
and provides easy access to the Humber Estuary, just 11km north, and it follows a
continuous north-south route along the western escarpment between South Ferriby in
the north to Horncastle in the south (Berisford and Knowles n.d., 2; Webster and Cherry
1976, 209-10).

Discovery and Excavation

The cemetery was first discovered in February 1975 in the course of investigations
undertaken to assess the threat posed to archaeological features by the planned Humber
Bridge approach road. Sherds found on the edge of a disused Second World War
airfield on Elsham Wold suggested the presence of a cremation cemetery, which the
construction of this road would have destroyed (Berisford and Knowles n.d., 1). Rescue

excavations conducted by Freda Berisford and Chris Knowles, funded by the
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Department for the Environment, began in September 1975 and continued daily for
about eighteen months (pers. comm. Freda Berisford; Berisford and Knowles n.d., 3).
The excavations recovered 625 urns and five inhumations, with associated finds
suggesting an early fifth- to late sixth-century date (Eagles 1989, 209; Leahy 2007b,
38).8

The site had often been ploughed to a depth of between nine and twelve inches
(c. 22-30cm) and the excavations revealed that most of the urns had been damaged by
these agricultural practices (Berisford and Knowles n.d., 1-2). Therefore, to prevent
further breakage and loss of unstratified finds the top soil was removed by hand.
Having identified the limits of the cemetery, the decision was made to strip the soil 10m
beyond these limits by machine to identify any outlying urns; only one (urn EL76PD)
was uncovered in this way (pers. comm. Freda Berisford; Berisford and Knowles n.d.,
4). Excavation progressed across the site in 2x2m squares, with each find being
identified by a find number and the square from which it was recovered. In post-
excavation processing each 2x2m assemblage was laid out alongside the surrounding
assemblages, allowing displaced sherds to be reunited with their parent vessels (pers.
comm. Freda Berisford). Wherever possible, in situ excavation was undertaken and an
attempt to locate grave cuts was made, however the nature of the geology and the
damage caused by ploughing meant that no traces of these cuts could be identified.
Fragmentary urns were lifted in one block, ensuring that material remained embedded in
the surrounding soil, and were taken away from the site to be systematically excavated.
Although the excavators recognised that important information may have been lost by
removing urns from their contexts, it was felt that due to the short time available for
excavation, the fluctuations in labour-force, weather conditions, and the extremely
friable nature of the pottery, in the circumstances this was the most appropriate method
of excavation (Berisford and Knowles n.d., 4).

Although a small part of the cemetery extends under Middlegate Lane, and
remains unexcavated (Figure 1.16), it is likely that most of the cemetery was
investigated. It must be acknowledged that, when one considers that a number of urns
are likely to have been destroyed by the plough, leaving no trace at all, the total number
of burials will be unquestionably higher than the 625 urns and five inhumations

® Unfortunately, due to the excavator’s ill health the results of these excavations have never been
published. The present author is therefore indebted to Freda Berisford and Chris Knowles for allowing

access to the archive in the preparation of this thesis.
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recovered (Eagles 1989, 209; Leahy 20073, 12). Even so, with these figures the
cemetery remains the fourth largest Anglo-Saxon cremation cemetery in England
(Leahy 1993, 40; 2007b, 38).

Cemetery Layout, Boundaries and Prehistoric Features

No evidence was found to suggest that the cemetery had been artificially enclosed
(Eagles 1989, 209), but it does appear to have been divided into two, perhaps three,
distinct zones (Figure 1.16). The most significant division is the separation of the main
cemetery from a further group of ¢.100 urns in the top of a prehistoric ditch (see below).
The main burial area may itself have been divided into a western and eastern group, as
two ditches were identified which partially underlay the cemetery and are orientated at
right angles to Middlegate Lane (Figure 1.16). The first 0.5m of these ditches cut
through weathered chalk, but below this they cut 2m into relatively solid rock. There
was no evidence in the ditch fills to suggest that either had been re-cut, nor were there
any artefacts which would indicate the date of construction. Although the southern
ditch does appear to turn through ninety degrees at its western edge, suggesting a
possible entrance, neither the function, nor relationship between these two ditches could
be determined (Berisford and Knowles n.d., 7-8; Webster and Cherry 1976, 209-10).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 1.16: The Elsham site plan. Middlegate Lane forms the western boundary

of the excavation. Note the dense concentration of urns in the southern ditch, and

the area, just to the north of this ditch, that is devoid of burials — this suggests the
presence of a now destroyed bank.
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The insertion of Anglo-Saxon burials into the top fills of the ditches suggests
that both had been filled by the late sixth century. As one Bronze Age beaker was
found just to the north of the largest ditch, below a suspected bank (see below), and a
second was found to the south, it was suggested that the ditch was later than the burials
and that it cut through what may have been a small burial ground or barrow.
Furthermore, the complete lack of Romano-British features and small number of
Romano-British artefacts that were recovered fail to suggest any substantial activity on
the site during this period; consequently, the excavators suggest that the ditches are
likely to be Bronze or Iron Age in date (Berisford and Knowles n.d., 8-9).

There was an area just north of the southern ditch that was completely devoid of
Anglo-Saxon burials and may indicate the presence of a now destroyed bank (Figure
1.16). Figure 1.17 shows a section through the edge of the ditch and the surrounding
subsoil; the slight rise in ground level on the northern edge of the ditch certainly seems
to support the suggestion of a destroyed bank. The absence of burials in this area
implies that, if urns had been placed in the bank, the processes of natural erosion and
ploughing may have since removed all traces of these burials (Berisford and Knowles
n.d., 7). However, as no concentration of sherds or cremated bone was identified in this
area it may be the case that no burials were inserted into the bank and that it provided a

limit to the main burial area (Berisford and Knowles n.d., 8).
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Figure 1.17: Elsham — section drawing of the northern side of the most southern
ditch; note the evidence for the inner bank.
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Results and Studies Stemming from the Excavation of this Cemetery

The level of preservation of the individual urns ranges from a handful of sherds to
complete pots (Eagles 1989, 209). It was possible to reconstruct the profiles of just over
50% of these vessels; these were illustrated by the excavators, although never published
(a number of these urns are illustrated in Appendix B). Post-excavation analysis
identified a small number of sooted vessels that had evidently been used for domestic
purposes prior to burial (Figure 1.18) (Webster and Cherry 1976, 209-10) and a number
of vessels that were decorated in such a way as to be attributable to a single person or
workshop. For example, the work of the so called ‘Sancton/Baston workshop’ (Figure
1.19) was identified — urns decorated in this distinctive style were first identified at
Sancton (Yorkshire) and Baston (Lincolnshire), but have since been found at Cleatham
(Leahy 20073, 127-9; Myres 1977, 59-60). Pots attributed to the ‘Sancton/Elkington
workshop’, whose products have been identified at Sancton, South Elkington
(Lincolnshire) and Cleatham (Leahy 2007a, 127-129), were also identified (see Chapter
4 for further discussion on such ‘workshops”).

Some level of ceramic fabric analysis was attempted on the Elsham urns but as
the following example of a fabric description from the archive demonstrates, this did
not extend beyond simple categorisation: ‘fabric: vegy and fine & coarse gritting —
coarse grit/vegy series’ (unpublished notes taken from excavators’ record card for urn
EL75GH). A more detailed analysis was subsequently undertaken by David Williams
who examined thirteen thin sections (2% of the assemblage) and compared them with
thin sections from the cemeteries of Sancton and Heyworth (Yorkshire) (Williams n.d.,
1). He concluded that, although there were similarities between fabric types from all
three sites, the question as to whether they were produced locally or further afield could
only be answered once comparative samples from other Anglo-Saxon sites in the region
had been analysed (Williams n.d., 6). The present study will attempt to answer this
question.

Although the cemetery as a whole has never been published, a number of studies
have utilised the material. Chris Arnold and Andrew Russel (1983) examined the
stamps and ceramic fabrics of two urns in their study of urns attributed to the
Sancton/Baston potter, whilst Julian Richards considered 205 of the cemetery’s urns in
his investigation into the relationship between form and decoration of cremation vessels
and the individual(s) contained within (Richards 1984; 1987, 59; 1992).
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Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in
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Figure 1.18: Sooted vessel, urn EL751X, which contained the
remains of a sub-adult/adult (pers. comm. Kirsty Squires).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 1.19: Examples of urns attributed to the Sancton/Baston workshop
(Myres 1977, Figure 347).

44



Other Cemeteries in North Lincolnshire

As highlighted above, there a number of other early Anglo-Saxon cemeteries in North
Lincolnshire, such as Bagmoor, Sheffield’s Hill, Worlaby, and Castledyke South. As
this study is concerned with the pottery from cremation cemeteries and the relationship
between these cemeteries and settlements, no analysis of pottery from the inhumation
cemeteries of Sheffield’s Hill, Castledyke and Worlaby was undertaken. Although
Bagmoor, like Elsham and Cleatham is a cremation cemetery, this cemetery was
destroyed by ironstone mining in the 1928 and although ‘many urns’ were reported,
only two escaped destruction; the full extent of the cemetery is unknown (Dudley 1949,
224-6; Leahy 2007a, 11-13).

Placing the Cemeteries in a Populated Landscape

Having explored the cemeteries that will be studied in this thesis, it is now pertinent to
consider the evidence for settlement in North Lincolnshire. The pottery from these non-
funerary sites will provide the data-set with which the funerary material will be
compared. There is a considerable body of archaeological evidence for early Anglo-
Saxon occupation in North Lincolnshire. Much of this derives from finds made in the
course of ironstone mining, sand extraction, and archaeological fieldwalking; indeed
there is only one definite early Anglo-Saxon site from the area — West Halton — that

has been subject to archaeological investigations (Hadley et al. 2011)

A number of studies have drawn the evidence for early Anglo-Saxon settlement
together. In 1949, Harold Dudley, for example, the then curator of Scunthorpe
museum, published Early Days in North-West Lincolnshire. This volume presented the
archaeological evidence for settlement from prehistory through to the Anglo-Saxon
period, with specific emphasis being placed on the material that was held by his
museum. It was not until 1979 with the publication of the gazetteer — A Survey of
Archaeological Sites in Humberside — produced by Neil Loughlin and Keith Miller,
under the request of Humberside Archaeological Committee (at the time of publication
North Lincolnshire was part of the county of Humberside), that the archaeology of
North Lincolnshire was re-examined. Also published in 1979 was Bruce Eagles’ The
Anglo-Saxon Settlement of Humberside which attempted to place Anglo-Saxon artefacts
from the region in the context of the Anglo-Saxon settlement of England. As was
typical of the time, this study focused on drawing parallels with continental pottery and

metalwork, in an attempt to provide a chronology to the settlement of the area.
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A further study, although unpublished, is the work of the North Lincolnshire
Parish Survey (NLPS), undertaken in 2000 by Anne Boyle (the then Collections manger
of North Lincolnshire Museum) and Jane Young (Young and Boyle 2000).° The survey
examined the collections held by North Lincolnshire Museum in an attempt to produce
a gazetteer of sites from North Lincolnshire where Anglo-Saxon and medieval pottery
had been found. As the aim was simply to identify these sites, no quantification of the
material was undertaken, nor was there any significant attempt to classify the individual
fabric types occurring at each site. Not all of the museum’s assemblages and collections
were examined and as such this study remains incomplete (Jane Young pers. comm.).
Nonetheless, it provides a useful source of reference for identifying assemblages
containing comparative pottery for this study.

The works of Dudley (1949), Loughlin and Miller (1979), Eagles (1979) and the
NLPS have been drawn together in the monument records held by North Lincolnshire
HER (Historic Environment Record Office) and English Heritage’s online database of
historic sites, Pastscape. As the HER and Pastscape databases also include details of
more recent discoveries made in the course of developer-led excavation, they are
considered to be the most up-to-date sources of information for early Anglo-Saxon
activity in North Lincolnshire. These various sources, as well as the North Lincolnshire
Museum’s accession database, were consulted when identifying early Anglo-Saxon
non-funerary sites in North Lincolnshire. The following discussion provides an

overview of the extent of settlement evidence in North Lincolnshire.

The Evidence for Settlement

The only site in North Lincolnshire for which excavation has provided definite early
Anglo-Saxon settlement remains are those undertaken at West Halton (Hadley et al.
2011). Interventions, carried out by the University of Sheffield from 2003 to 2009,
revealed a sunken-featured building, numerous post-built structures and an extensive
system of ditches. The site provided very little evidence of middle Saxon activity, but
late Saxon and medieval occupation is clearly demonstrated. Post-excavation analysis
is ongoing and we must await full publication of the results but early indications are that
the early Anglo-Saxon pottery assemblage will be well in excess of 3000 sherds. The
author analysed the fabrics of a sample of over 400 early Anglo-Saxon sherds from this
site as part of an MA dissertation (Perry 2009a). The results of this analysis were

incorporated in to the current study.

® The author is grateful to Jane Young for providing a copy of this database.
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Other sites yielding large assemblages of early Anglo-Saxon material include
Manton Warren, Messingham, Scotton and Melton Ross. In 1939, workmen digging for
sand at Manton Warren uncovered a hanging bowl, iron slag, loom weights, and
considerable quantities of pottery (in the present study the author counted 496 sherds
from this site — see Appendix D.1). Pottery, iron slag, beads, glass, and bronze were
found amongst the sand hills around Messingham (260 sherds counted by the present
author — see Appendix D.1), whilst an assemblage of similar composition was found at
Scotton (154 sherds — see Appendix D.1) (Dudley 1949, 229-35). These three sites are
all within 5km of Cleatham. Recent metal detecting has identified a so-called
‘productive site’ at Melton Ross, 3km south-east of Elsham. Considerable quantities of
pottery and metalwork of early Anglo-Saxon date have been uncovered at this site
(Leahy 2007b, 130-3) (the author of the present study counted a total of 153 sherds
from Melton Ross).

Finds made in the course of mining and metal-detecting are complemented by
those obtained from a recent community archaeology project undertaken by North
Lincolnshire Museum. This ongoing project, which started in 1999, involves intensive
fieldwalking campaigns in four areas of North Lincolnshire: Lincoln Edge (around
Cleatham), the hills around the Isle of Axeholme, the Chalk Wolds (close to Elsham),
and along the River Trent at Alkborough. As Leahy acknowledges, the results obtained
in these areas are extremely variable. The largest numbers of finds were made around
Cleatham, whilst they produced little evidence for early Anglo-Saxon occupation
around Elsham, and only a handful of finds were made from sites in the Isle of
Axeholme and at Alkborough (Leahy 2007b, 127-8).

Although the fieldwalking results are variable, when these are combined with
the evidence from the studies by Dudley, Loughlin and Miller, Eagles, the NLPS and
the records held by the HER (Scunthorpe), we find that there is a substantial body of
evidence of early Anglo-Saxon occupation. Indeed, by consulting these various sources
the present author has identified 80 early Anglo-Saxon non-funerary pottery find-sites
in North Lincolnshire (Figures 1.20 and 1.21 and Table 1.4). It must be stressed at this
point that these find-sites only represent places where pottery has been identified. No
attempt has been made to consider the locations of other find-types. It also ought to be
appreciated that these find-sites do not represent 80 separate settlements. For example,
some sites have yielded materials on a number of occasions and as such each find-
incident appears in the museum’s records as a separate find-site. Finds made on a site at

Crosby Warren, for instance, are held by the museum under the code CRW; each find-
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incident at this site was given identifier such as CRWA, CRWB, CRWC, and so on. It
must also be acknowledged that the amount of evidence for settlement at each site is
extremely variable. For example, some find-sites are represented by only a single sherd
of pottery found whilst fieldwalking (for example, site 0S2074, a fieldwalked site south
of Cleatham village). Others sites, such as Manton Warren, (MTBX) comprise large
assemblages of pottery, metalwork, loom weights and slag, which were found in the
course of sand extraction. Further to this, at West Halton (WHA) evidence for early
Anglo-Saxon occupation is unequivocal with actual structures having been excavated
(see above). Details of each find-site, comprising the types of finds, grid-references,
monument numbers, site codes, further references, and museum accession numbers are
supplied in Appendix A. The results of use-alteration analysis of pottery from these
find sites are discussed in Chapter 2, whilst the results of fabric analysis are presented in
Chapter 5.

By simply plotting the locations of these non-funerary find-sites with respect to
the location of the cemeteries (Figure 1.20) we immediately gain a greater
understanding of the catchment areas served by Elsham, Cleatham and Bagmoor. Such
an overview of the landscape of early Anglo-Saxon North Lincolnshire has been absent
in other attempts to identify putative catchment areas. In the first instance it reveals the
locations of a number of cemeteries with the respect to the surrounding non-funerary
sites (contra Leahy 1993; 1999). It also shows the distribution of sites over a large area.
Indeed, this study considers the locations of three large cremation cemeteries and 80
non-funerary find-spots spread over an area of c. 45km by 30km. This far exceeds the
5km by 5km boxes presented by Williams (2004a) in his attempts to demonstrate that
cremation cemeteries lay at the heart of discrete clusters of settlement evidence.

What emerges from this distribution plot is that there are three discrete clusters
of find-sites, the nuclei of which are the three cemeteries of Cleatham, Elsham and
Bagmoor. In each case the radii of these clusters is seen to extend to c.5km around the
respective cemeteries. One could argue that these distributions developed as a result of
the locations of fieldwalking campaigns undertaken by North Lincolnshire Museum.
However, only 31 of these 80 non-funerary find-sites were discovered in the course of
these campaigns (all those sites with a site code starting OS — Table 1.4). Moreover, no
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Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 1.20: The locations of the 80 early Anglo-Saxon non-funerary pottery find
sites in North Lincolnshire. Note that the find sites nucleate around the cremation
cemeteries (see Table 1.4 for details of sites and also Figures 1.21a-c for
enlargements of the dense clusters of non-funerary finds sites that surround the three
cemeteries of Bagmoor, Elsham and Cleatham).
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fieldwalking was undertaken around the Bagmoor cemetery, yet this cluster still exists
and mirrors the pattern noted around the cemeteries of Elsham and Cleatham. We can
also add to this distribution plot all those sites in North Lincolnshire which have been
the subject of archaeological intervention, be it in the form of watching briefs,
excavation, fieldwalking, finds made in the course of mining and sand extraction, and
chance finds reported to the museum by members of the public (Figure 1.22). As
numerous archaeological interventions have taken place in the areas between the
clusters of early Anglo-Saxon pottery find-sites, the clustering of sites around the

cemeteries must be considered a genuine archaeological pattern.

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 1.21(a): Detail of the non-funerary pottery find sites that surround the now
destroyed cremation cemetery of Bagmoor (see Table 1.4 for details of site codes).
Continued on following page.
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Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 1.21(b): Detail of the non-funerary pottery find sites that surround the
cremation cemetery of Cleatham (see Table 1.4 for details of site codes).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 1.21(c): Detail of the non-funerary pottery find sites that surround the
cremation cemetery of Elsham (see Table 1.4 for details of site codes).
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Table 1.4: Early Anglo-Saxon Non-Funerary Pottery Find Sites in North Lincolnshire.

Site codes are as they appear in North Lincolnshire Museum, where these collections

are held (continued overleaf)

Site Code | Site Name Parish

AKAA Countess Close Alkborough

AKWW | Westcroft, Walcot Alkborough

BBAJ Barnetby le Wold, Fieldwalked Site 3 Barnetby Le Wold
BBAL Barnetby le Wold, Fieldwalked Site 1 Barnetby Le Wold
BBAN Barnetby le Wold, Fieldwalked Site 6 Barnetby Le Wold
BBNB Barnetby le Wold, Fieldwalking Site A Barnetby Le Wold
BLAR Sandtoft, East Side Belton

BLBR Sandtoft STE4 Belton

BLCA Belton Belton

BNAM New Vicarage Pottery Barton Upon Humber
BNAS Hoe Hill Brickworks Barton Upon Humber
BNAX Saxon Close Barton Upon Humber
BNBE Tyrwhitt Hall Barton Upon Humber
BNPQ 33 Norman Close Barton Upon Humber
BOAG Templar's Bath Field Bottesford, Manley
BOBD Holme Lane Bottesford

BSAA Bagmoor Farm Burton Upon Stather
BSAD Bagmoor (Field 7) Burton Upon Stather
BSAE Bagmoor, Field 8 Burton Upon Stather
CAAG Caistor Caistor

CRWA Crosby Warren Scunthorpe

CRWB Crosby Warren, Keeper's Cottage Scunthorpe

CRWE Crosby Warren Scunthorpe

CWBG Field CE 11 Crowle

ELAI Field West Of Elsham Village Elsham

ELAN Elsham Elsham

ELBA Anglo Saxon Vessel Elsham

ELBB Elsham Elsham

ELXX Elsham Elsham

FXAE Grangebeck North Flixborough

FXAF Grangebeck North Flixborough

GXBA Goxhill (Foreshore) Goxhill

GXBC Goxhill Goxhill

HBBB Manton Lane Hibaldstow

HORJ Bottesford Beck Holme

KLAT 2 Ings Road Garden Kirton In Lindsey
KSWY Winghale Priory South Kelsey

MRBD 5 Council Villas Melton Ross

MRBF Melton Ross Welbecks Spring Site Melton Ross

MSAB Mell's Farm, Messingham Messingham

MSBV Belle Vue Farm, Messingham Messingham

MSBW Belle Vue Farm Messingham

MSHB Messingham Messingham

MSMB Mell's Farm Messingham
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Site Code

(contd.) | Site Name (contd.) Parish (contd.)
MTAS Gilliate's Grave, Manton Manton

MTBV Manton Manton

MTBX Manton Warren Manton

MTCC Manton Site 3 Manton

MTCF Manton Site 6, Middle Manton Manton

MTCH Greetwell Hall, Manton Manton

MTDB Manton Warren, Next To Gillate's Grave | Manton

MTFW Middle Manton Fieldwalk Manton

0S0003 North Lincs Museum Fieldwalked Site Manton

0S0033 North Lincs Museum Fieldwalked Site Manton

0S0034 North Lincs Museum Fieldwalked Site Manton

0S0093 North Lincs Museum Fieldwalked Site Elsham

0S0528 | North Lincs Museum Fieldwalked Site Alkborough
0S1752 North Lincs Museum Fieldwalked Site Kirton In Lindsay
0S2074 North Lincs Museum Fieldwalked Site Manton

0S3000 North Lincs Museum Fieldwalked Site Elsham

0S3137 | North Lincs Museum Fieldwalked Site Kirton In Lindsay
0S3400 North Lincs Museum Fieldwalked Site Elsham

0S4757 | North Lincs Museum Fieldwalked Site Winteringham
0S5500 North Lincs Museum Fieldwalked Site Manton

0S6223 | North Lincs Museum Fieldwalked Site Owston Ferry
0S6500 | North Lincs Museum Fieldwalked Site Owston Ferry
0S6838 | North Lincs Museum Fieldwalked Site Kirton In Lindsay
0S7354 North Lincs Museum Fieldwalked Site Whitton

0S8500 North Lincs Museum Fieldwalked Site Manton

0S9075 | North Lincs Museum Fieldwalked Site Alkborough
0S9109 | North Lincs Museum Fieldwalked Site Epworth

RXSN Ryecliffe Field Roxby Cum Rishy
SFAG South Ferriby Primary School South Ferriby
SNAC Scotton B Scotton

TCBB Burnham Beaches Thornton Curtis Thornton Curtis
THAB Thealby Ironstone Mine Burton Upon Stather
THDD Thealby Burton Upon Stather
WGMCL | Hewde Lane Winteringham
WHA West Halton West Halton
WRAAI | Near Elsham Station Wrawby
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Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 1.22: A plot of the locations of all archaeological interventions in North
Lincolnshire alongside the locations for the cremation cemeteries of Elsham,
Bagmoor and Cleatham and the 80 non-funerary pottery find sites. Note that
numerous interventions have taken in the spaces between the clusters of non-

funerary pottery find sites. These clusters are therefore real and not a result of
targeted intervention.
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Summary

This chapter provides the background to the various strands of research that will be
followed in this thesis; namely, the pre-burial origins of cremation urns, how burial was
organised in cremation cemeteries of Elsham and Cleatham, and the extent of the
catchment areas that these cemeteries served. It has demonstrated that whilst most
authors believe that cremation urns were manufactured for the funeral, there is no valid
reason for believing that this was the case. Whilst a small number of scholars have
argued that urns were probably re-used domestic vessels, the evidence that they cite in
support of their arguments is also circumstantial. It has been argued that we will only
understand the origins of cremation urns when we look beyond easily identified sooting
patterns and begin to examine urns for much subtler evidence of pre-burial use. The
use-alteration studies of Hally (1983), Arthur (2002; 2003) and Skibo (1992) provide us
with a means by which to undertake such an analysis. Their methods are employed in
the study of funerary and domestic pottery from North Lincolnshire and the results of
this analysis are presented in Chapter 2.

This chapter has also introduced the idea that the form of pottery is directly
related to function and as a consequence of the use-alteration analysis undertaken in this
thesis, it has been argued that we must reconsider the way in which we study the forms
of cremation urns. In particular, it was suggested that the functional properties of
vessels should be placed at the heart of studies of early Anglo-Saxon vessel form.
Therefore, Chapter 3 re-examines the form of cremation urns in light of the use-
alteration evidence.

One of the major aims of this thesis is to shed light upon how burial was
organised in the cemeteries of Elsham and Cleatham; for example, were people being
buried in random locations within the cemeteries or in family and community groups?
The study of stamp groups certainly suggests that at least some of the people in the
early Anglo-Saxon period were being buried in family plots, but it is argued here that
we need to look beyond the small number of vessels that have been attributed to stamp
groups if we are to fully understand how burial was organised in cremation cemeteries.
Richards (1987) has demonstrated that whilst the communities of early Anglo-Saxon
England decorated their pottery according to the same design repertoire, there are
regional preferences in the way that they employ and represent specific motifs. There is
every reason to suspect that if regional preferences are apparent, then there should also
be evidence of more localised preferences. Potters operating at one settlement, for

example, might make extensive use of chevrons in their decorative schemes, whilst

55



those at a neighbouring settlement might prefer to use standing arches. By considering
the distribution of these different types of decoration within the cemeteries we might
shed further light on the way that burial was organised. Chapter 4 therefore explores the
way that decoration is applied to cremation runs, the frequencies with which different
types of decoration occur in the cemeteries of Elsham and Cleatham, and the spatial
distributions of types of decoration within the cemeteries.

Over recent years a number of authors have noticed patterns in the spatial
distributions of specific ceramic fabric types, within both settlement and cemetery
contexts. Paul Blinkhorn (1997) has argued that the preferential use of certain types of
temper by potters is a consequence of their cultural traditions. In this chapter it has
been suggested that by plotting the distributions of fabric across North Lincolnshire, and
indeed within the cemeteries of Elsham and Cleatham, we might gain a better
understanding of the ways in which pottery was produced in early the Anglo-Saxon
period, but also how burial was organised in the cemeteries. Chapter 5, therefore,
considers the distribution of ceramic fabric types, both within the individual study
cemeteries and within North Lincolnshire itself.

A review of the evidence pertaining to the theory that cremation cemeteries
acted as centralised depositories, serving a number of dispersed communities, has also
been presented here. Whilst this reveals that there is a compelling body of evidence to
support such claims, it was argued that we will never fully understand the extent of
these catchment areas by simply plotting the locations of settlements and cemeteries on
two dimensional maps. Instead, we require an empirical method that actually allows us
to tie cemeteries to individual settlements. As early Anglo-Saxon pottery was made by
individual households, using locally available materials, for their own consumption, it
was suggested that a petrographic comparison of funerary and domestic pottery will
allow the identification of possible source settlements for cremation urns. By plotting
the location of such settlements in relation to the cemeteries, it will be possible to build
up ceramic hinterlands around the cemeteries and thereby gain a greater understanding
of the extent of individual cemetery’s catchment areas. The results of such an analysis
are presented in Chapter 5. Finally, and perhaps most importantly, this chapter
introduced the cemeteries and the non-funerary sites that provide the assemblages that

allow this study to take place.
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Chapter 2
The Pre-Burial Origins of Cremation Urns: a Use-Alteration Approach
Introduction

It has been suggested that the elaborately decorated urns from the cremation cemeteries
of early Anglo-Saxon England should be interpreted as a symbolic vocabulary,
recording details about the ethnicity, age, gender, and status of the individual whose
remains these vessels contained (Richards 1987). Yet, whether these urns were
specially produced for burial or re-used domestic vessels has never been resolved, and
discussions are often based on little more than circumstantial evidence. This chapter
presents new insights into this debate by taking a use-alteration approach to the study of
both cremation urns and pottery recovered from non-funerary sites, demonstrating that a
wealth of information can be generated about the pre-burial biographies of individual
vessels. It will firstly review the current arguments for funerary production and
domestic re-use, before moving on to consider the range of use-alteration characteristics
that we may hope to see on such vessels. The range of characteristics exhibited on urns
from the cemeteries of Cleatham and Elsham, and the pottery from the 80 non-funerary
pottery find-sites that surround these cemeteries, will be revealed and discussed.

Finally, the often-noted practice of boring holes in the walls and bases of cremation urns

will be considered in light of the use-alteration evidence.
Commissioned vessels or re-used domestic pots?

Over the last 70 years or so the prevailing belief amongst early medieval archaeologists
has been that cremation urns were manufactured at the time of a funeral, with a specific
‘client’ in mind (Laing and Laing 1979, 77; Leahy 2007b, 54; Wilson 1965, 98;
Richards 1987). Such views stem from the relative proportions of decorated pottery
found in funerary and domestic contexts, observable correlations between the
decoration and the cremated remains, and the apparent lack of evidence for pre-burial
domestic use (Leahy 2007b, 55). In more recent years a small number of authors have
advanced counter-arguments to the specialist funerary production hypothesis, citing the
fact that the same forms, types of decoration and fabrics of pottery are found in both
cemeteries and settlements as evidence that cremation urns were probably re-used
domestic vessels (Hirst and Clark 2009, 603, 610; Mainman 2009, 590; Russel 1984,
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520, 543). In Chapter 1, however, it was demonstrated that none of the evidence that is

used as support for the two competing arguments actually sustains either hypothesis.

With these findings in mind it was argued that if we are ever to understand
whether cremations urns were used prior to their burial, then we must focus solely on
the evidence of use, and not be distracted by other forms of evidence (however tempting
they might be). Of particular relevance to this work, then, are the use-alteration studies
of David Hally (1983), James Skibo (1992) and John Arthur (2002; 2003), which
illuminate the range of ways in which ceramic vessels may be used and the ensuing
range of use-alteration characteristics that develop on their surfaces. Significantly, their
studies demonstrate that sooting deposits (which are relied upon by early Anglo-Saxon
archaeologists as a means of identifying pre-burial use) are not the only physical
indication of use; there are additional surface attributes that may reveal the domestic

functions of pots.
Use-Alteration of Ceramic Vessels

Use-alteration of pottery is defined as ‘the chemical or physical changes that occur to
the surface or subsurface of ceramics as a result of use’ (Skibo 1992, 45). Uses may
include cooking, roasting, storage, or cleaning, and the extent to which these uses result
in alteration depends upon the contents of the vessel, duration and frequency of use, the
user, the actions of use, and the chemical and physical properties of the vessel (Skibo
1992, 46-7). Resultant changes may include the build up of soot deposits, absorption of
phosphorous and fatty acids, accumulation of mineral salts within the ceramic fabric,
and the discolouration and breakdown of a vessel’s surface, also known as surface
attrition (Hally 1983, 4; Skibo 1992, 106); it is the latter transformation that is the focus
of this chapter.

Surface attrition is defined as the ‘removal or deformation of ceramic surfaces’
and it can result from a variety of abrasive and non-abrasive processes (Skibo 1992,
106). Abrasive processes are those which involve mechanical contact, such as sliding,
scraping, and striking, whilst non-abrasive actions include thermal spalling, salt erosion,
and internal pitting as a consequence of chemical corrosion (Arnold 2002; 2003; Hally
1983, 18-19; O’Brien 1990; Skibo 1992, 106-7). As will be demonstrated, despite
some of these forms of use-alteration being observable on Anglo-Saxon cremation urns

they have been largely ignored. In order to develop an appreciation of how these types
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of attrition develop and manifest themselves, two ethnographic case studies are now

presented.
Abrasive Attrition: Kalinga Pottery from the Philippines

The Kalinga live in Cordillera Central on the Philippine island of Luzon (Skibo 1992,
54). Their pots are globular, coil built and fired in bonfires. Temperatures in these fires
rarely exceed 700°C. Pots are made from a range of clays and in their natural state they
contain sufficient non-plastics to require that no additional temper is added. Prior to
firing the interior and exterior surfaces of the leather-hard pot are polished with a stone,
leaving them smooth to the touch, and although inclusions are visible in the surface they
do not protrude from the wall (Skibo 1992, 60-1, 112). Skibo (1992, 113-4) identified
ten locations on the interior and exterior surfaces of Kalinga cooking vessels that exhibit
use-alteration characteristics. It is the exterior base that proves most fruitful in
attempting to identify the pre-burial use of Anglo-Saxon cremation urns and
consequently only characteristics identified on the bases of the Kalinga vessels are

considered here.

All Kalinga cooking vessels have a circular 3-6¢cm abrasive patch on their base;
extensively used pots possess an additional peripheral zone around this patch. The use-
alteration characteristics observable in this patch are pedestalled temper, pits, and
scratches. Pedestalled temper results from the gentle abrasion of the ceramic paste,
between and around temper particles in the vessel’s surface, and as a consequence the
particles stand proud of the surface (Figure 2.1). For abrasion to take place the diameter
of the abrader must be smaller than the space between temper particles, so that it is able
to get amongst them and remove the paste. The turning and tipping of vessels during
serving, on a granular textured hearth floor, are responsible for this attritional

characteristic on Kalinga pots.

If a pedestalled temper particle is impacted upon by an abrader then it may be
removed from the surface of the ceramic; this leaves a pit. Pits may also develop when
an abrader impacts with the surface of the ceramic, resulting in a small amount of the
clay paste being removed; the pit then takes the form of a small chip, nick or gouge
(Figure 2.1). Particles in the hearth floor which impact with the vessel when it is set
down cause such attrition. Scratches are the final use-alteration characteristic noted in
the basal patch (Figure 2.1). These are the result of an abrader being drawn across a
vessel’s surface. Abraders on the surface of the hearth or floor score the base of the
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vessel when the pot is being dragged across the surface when food is being served
(Skibo 1992, 113-17).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 2.1: Abrasive attrition on the bases of Kalinga cooking pots:
(pedestalled temper (top; width of image c. 3mm); pits (centre; width
of image c. 13mm): scratches (bottom; width of image ¢. 3mm) (Skibo
1992, Figures 6.3-6.5).



Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 2.2: Non-abrasive attrition on the internal surfaces of Gamo storage vessels.
Internal pitting of a large jar caused by the storage of beer (top). Internal pitting of a
serving and storage vessel (bottom) (Arthur 2002 Figure 4; 2003 Plate 3).



Non-Abrasive Attrition: The Gamo, South-Western Ethiopia

Like the Kalinga, the Gamo of south-western Ethiopia produce low-fired ceramics.
They manufacture their pottery from a range of clays and tempers and once formed
vessels are decorated, dried, pre-fired and then fired in an open fire. After firing, the
vessels are coated in etema, a liquid deriving from the indigenous enset plant (Arthur
2002, 332-4). Arthur examined 1058 Gamo food-processing vessels, and, intriguingly,
276 (26.1%) of these exhibited a specific type of attrition seen only on the internal
surface (Arthur 2002, 339). The attrition took the form of erosional pitting and
exfoliating spalls, occurred randomly from the base through maximum diameter and
upper body, and even resulted in the complete erosion of the interior wall (Arthur 2002,
337-9, Figures 4, 5 and 7; 2003, 524, Plate. 3). In addition to food processing vessels,
Arthur examined a further 63 beer production pots; all exhibited this type of attrition
(Arthur 2003, 524) (Figure 2.2).

In order to gain an understanding of how these exfoliations developed Arthur
explored the food and drink processing activities in which the vessels partook. Of the
276 food preparation vessels, 5.8% were used for enset (an indigenous Ethiopian plant
with fibrous leaves and edible roots) and potatoes, whilst the remaining 94.2% were
involved in the processing of grains and dairy products (Arthur 2002, 335, 339, 347,
2003, 524). In the context of the present study, it is worth exploring further the process
involved in each of these activities. The Gamo prepare enset by boiling its corms with
potatoes, onions, garlic or cabbage; alternatively they may ferment it. The fermentation
process involves burying the enset, or placing it in a large storage bowl for seven days.
It is then removed, trampled underfoot and stored for a further seven days. The
fermented enset is subsequently baked into bread or cooked with a range of grains
(Arthur 2002, 335-6). Severe internal pitting was also noted on all vessels used in the
preparation of the high-status foodstuff known as Gordo, which is made by mixing milk
with ground barley and boiling the mixture in a narrow-mouthed jar (Arthur 2002, 346).
Pitting was also noted on vessels involved in the production of butter. In butter-making
milk is left to stand for a week in a large storage jar, during which time the curds
separate from the whey. The curd is removed and placed into a storage jar, the mouth
of which is sealed by an enset leaf (Arthur 2002, 336-7). Finally, Arthur noted that all

vessels used in the production and consumption of beer (even drinking cups) were

62



severely pitted. Beer is manufactured by one of two methods, both of which begin by
grinding grains such as barley, wheat or maize into flour. The highland Gamo place the
flour into a large serving bowl then boil water in a large cooking jar and pour this over
the flour. The mixture is left to cool before being transferred into a beer jar to ferment
for five days. In the lowland areas the flour and water are boiled together, but again the
mixture is left to ferment in beer jars for five days (Arthur 2002, 337, 349; 2003, 519).

Given that various food-production processes result in pitting, one possible
explanation for the attrition on these pots might be the properties of the vessels
themselves. Arthur (2002, 334; 2003, 524) has observed, however, that pitting is seen
on vessels manufactured using the full range of the communities’ clay and temper types,
with all surface and post-firing treatments, and fired using all fuel-woods. Thus, the
remaining common feature that links all pitted vessels is that the foodstuffs processed in
them all have the ability to ferment (Arthur 2002, 339); indeed in most cases it is the
process of fermentation that produce the desired product. Significantly, the bacteria
involved in the fermentation of dairy, grains, beer and enset all produce lactic acid and,
in fact, these bacteria are imperative to the production of the foodstuffs (Arthur 2002,
337-9; 2003, 524). Lactic acid-producing bacteria are widely distributed throughout
spontaneous fermentations; they are present throughout the beer fermentation process,
and without them the yeasts would not produce alcohol (this is because yeasts only
produce alcohol if they are forced to respire in anaerobic and acidic conditions — it is the
lactic acid-causing bacteria that are responsible for producing these acidic conditions).
In dairying processes it is the release of this acid by lactoccocus lactis which causes the
coagulation of milk proteins and the subsequent separation of milk into curds and whey
(Campbell 2003, 1-3; Dietler and Herbich 2006, 402; Fox and McSweeney 2004, 1-2;
Lowe and Arendt 2004, 163). It is the release of this acid, by fermenting produce, that
results in a lowering of the pH and subsequent erosion of the internal surfaces of Gamo
pottery (Arthur 2002, 337-9; 2003, 524).

These ethnographic examples demonstrate that, even in the absence of sooting
deposits, there are a number of alternative ways in which one can recognise that pots
have been used. The identification of use-alteration characteristics on archaeological
ceramics might, therefore, afford us some insight into how pottery was used in the early
Anglo-Saxon period. In particular, a use-alteration study of cremation urns might well

go some way to answering the question whether urns served some domestic function
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prior to their burial or whether they were produced for the funeral; it is with this in mind

that we move to the next section of this chapter.
The Use-Alteration of Anglo-Saxon Pottery

The urns from the cemeteries of Cleatham and Elsham and all sherds from each of the
80 pottery find-sites were examined for use-alteration characteristics. At Cleatham
Leahy reported that the excavations revealed 1204 cremations; however, analysis of the
skeletal remains demonstrates that just 969 vessels were positively associated with burnt
human bone (Kirsty Squires pers. comm.). Thus, in order to ensure that each vessel
considered was indeed a cremation urn, only those vessels with associated cremated
remains were considered. A small number were unavailable for study, due to being
held in other museums around the country (for example, the British Museum and
Lincoln Museum; Leahy 2007a, 2), therefore a total of 958 (99%) of the Cleatham urns
were examined. Similarly, although 625 urns were reported from Elsham, analysis of
the cremated remains demonstrates that only 504 urns were directly associated with
human remains (Kirsty Squires pers. comm.); again only those urns associated with

burnt human remains were considered.

Figures 2.3 to 2.6 show examples of various stages of abrasive attrition on the
exterior bases of a number of the Cleatham urns. Pedestalled temper, small chips, nicks
and gouges are clearly evident on the well-abraded base and basal angle of urn 230
(Figure 2.3). A similar, if less developed, pattern of abrasion is noted on urn 957
(Figure. 2.4) and accordingly, as abrasion is seen to be most severe along the basal
angels of these vessels, it can be suggested that they have frequently been tipped,
rotated and dragged along on their basal angles. A developing abrasive patch appears on
the basal angle of urn 552 (Figure 2.5); here pedestalled temper and pits where temper
has been removed are clearly identifiable. Finally, Figure 2.6 details an abraded patch
on the base of urn 316, a globular vessel. The same type of attrition was identified on
urns from Elsham and pottery from the non-funerary find sites (Figures 2.7 and 2.8).

Amongst the Gamo, Arthur (2002, 337-9) noted that attrition resulting from
fermentation processes was confined to the interior surface of vessels and that the
location of this internal attrition was apparently random; this is certainly the case with
urns from both Elsham and Cleatham, and the pots from the 80 pottery find sites. For
example, large areas of the internal surface of Cleatham Urn 316 (Figure 2.9) have been
removed, whilst other portions of the same pot remain unaffected. The random nature
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and developmental stages of this type of attrition are evidenced by the internal surface
of Cleatham urn 168 (Figure 2.10). Spalls and exfoliations are well developed on the
lower, upper, and internal neck regions of Cleatham urn 544 but almost absent from the
mid interior (Figure 2.11). The entire internal wall of Cleatham urn 562 (Figure 2.12)
has eroded, and urn EL76PW (Figure 2.13) demonstrates that the same attritional
markers are present on vessels from Elsham. Finally, Figure 2.15 details the attrition
seen on the internal surfaces of pottery from the non-funerary find site of Manton
Warren (MTBX); this confirms that this form of use-alteration is not restricted to

funerary vessels.

Before accepting that such examples provide conclusive evidence that Anglo-
Saxon cremation urns were involved in food and drink processing activities we must
exclude the possibility that post-depositional or post-excavation processes are the cause
of the observed alteration. In this respect, it is notable that pedestalled temper and pits
are generally confined to the exterior base. If these characteristics were the result of
post-depositional taphonomic processes, we would expect to see similar levels of
attrition on all surfaces. Post-excavation washing of pottery, especially scrubbing with a
toothbrush, can be an abrasive process, but if this were the cause of abrasion it would
presumably not be limited to the base. Moreover, the survival of soil inside pits and
nicks demonstrates that attrition was not the result of post-excavation treatment, as it
would be difficult to account for soil build-up during or after washing (Figures 2.3-2.7).
In sum, the identification of abrasive attrition on the bases of both cremation urns and
domestic vessels does not allow us to see specific uses of these pots, but it does allow us
to recognise vessels that had been frequently lifted, set down, tipped, dragged and
rotated — and hence used — prior to burial.

With respect to non-abrasive attrition, it could be argued that the interior
surfaces of vessels eroded as a result of prolonged contact with cremated remains.
However, this attrition was also noted on inhumation accessory vessels and on pottery
recovered from the non-funerary find sites, neither of which contained cremated
remains; this explanation must, therefore, also be discounted (Figures 2.14 and 2.15).
Moreover, as Figures 2.9 to 2.15 demonstrate, soil sometimes adheres to the roughened
interior surface of the exfoliations, suggesting that the urns had developed these
attritional markers before burial. Interestingly, it appears that the pitting in the lower
walls of these urns tends to be less well-coated with soil than the upper and neck

interiors and it seems likely that this shows us the depth of cremated remains, the
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cremains acting as a barrier between the soil and the eroded surface (particularly
Figures 2.11 and 2.12). Again, we cannot say for certain what these pots were used for,
but the identification of such use-alteration characteristics allows us to recognise
instances of pre-burial use of individual cremation urns. Crucially, the ethnographic
parallels discussed above strongly hint that they were involved in processes in which

fermentation took place.

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image
in electronic media

Figure 2.3: Abrasive attrition on the base and basal
angle of Cleatham urn 230.

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 2.4: Abrasive attrition on the base and basal angle of Cleatham urn 957.



Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 2.5: Abrasive attrition on the base and basal angle of Cleatham urn
552. The detail of the basal angle (bottom) is at the 6 o’clock position on
the base (above).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 2.6: Abrasive attrition on Cleatham urn 316. Note the contrast between the
unabraded exterior wall of the vessel (right) and the abraded base (left).
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Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 2.7: Abrasive attrition on the base Elsham urn 230.EL76MY. Contrast
the abraded base (left) with the un-abraded exterior wall of the urn (right).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic
media

Figure 2.8: Abrasive attrition on the basal angle of a vessel recovered
from the non-funerary find-site of Caistor (CAAG).
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Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 2.9: Non-abrasive attrition of the internal surface of Cleatham urn 316.
Contrast the condition of the external surfaces of this vessel (Figure 2.6) and Figure
2.2, which shows the non-abrasive attrition that developed as result of lactic acid
fermentations takina place in Gamo pottery vessels.

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 2.10: Non-abrasive attrition on Cleatham urn 168. Note the apparently
random location of the attrition on this urn’s internal surface, and how the attrition
develops from small exfoliations and pits to large areas of missing surface.
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Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 2.11: Cleatham urn 544. Contrast the unaltered burnished outer surface (top
right) with the pitting that has developed on the inner surfaces (top left and bottom).
Also note the random locations of the internal pitting and that pitting in the upper
half of the vessel (bottom) is well coated with soil, but that the lower surfaces are
clearer (top left).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 2.12: Non-abrasive attrition of Cleatham urn 526. Note that the entire
internal surface of this urn has been eroded. The hole in the lower wall is a post-
firing perforation.
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Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 2.13: Non-abrasive attrition of Elsham urn EL75NT.

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 2.14: Non-abrasive attrition on the internal surface of an inhumation
accessory vessel from Grave 29 at Cleatham.
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Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic
media

Figure 2.15: External (top) and internal (bottom) surfaces of a vessel from a
non-funerary find site at Manton Warren (MTBX). Contrast the smoothed
exterior surface and the completely eroded internal surface.

Quantification and Interpretation
The Cemeteries

Having identified these use-alteration characteristics we must now consider them
cumulatively and alongside the previously identified sooted vessels, discussed in
Chapter 1. It should be noted that the author has considered instances of both primary

and secondary sooting deposits as advocated by Hally (1983, 8). This has considerably
72



increased the number of Cleatham urns identified as possessing sooting deposits (Leahy
identified 3%, this study recognises 7%). Vessels whose internal surfaces have been
leached have also been considered; leaching, or decalcification of calcareous inclusions,
is considered to be another signifier of use as it indicates that a vessel held a slightly
acidic substance (Miles et al. 1989, 208). Figure 2.16 identifies both the individual and
total number of instances of alteration on urns from Cleatham. From the 958 Cleatham
urns examined, internal pitting was the most common form of use-alteration (265
instances, 28%), followed by basal abrasion (236 instances, 25%), sooting (70
instances, 7%), and finally leaching (37 instances, 4%). Significantly a total of 488
(51%) pots exhibit use-alteration characteristics, which is considerably more than the 2-
3% previously identified by sooting deposits alone. However, since basal abrasion
cannot be identified if an urn’s base is missing, and partial survival of urns inhibits the
identification of randomly occurring internal pits and exfoliations, one must appreciate
that these results do not present the full picture of attrition. In order to gain a fuller
understanding of the levels of attrition only the complete Cleatham urns (n=116) were
considered (including those that were excavated undamaged and those that were
smashed but wholly re-constructible). With 60 (52%) cases, basal abrasion is now the
most common form of attrition, followed by internal pitting (36 instances, 31%),
sooting (9 instances, 8%) and finally, leaching (2, instances, 2%). Of greatest
significance here is the total number of pots now exhibiting signs of re-use; 71% (82

vessels) show signs of having been used prior to burial (Figure 2.17).

The use-alteration analysis of the 504 Elsham urns which contained cremated
remains revealed similar levels of attrition to those observed on the Cleatham
assemblage (Figure 2.18). However, due to the level of urn preservation we must again
consider that these proportions are not a true reflection of the extent of attrition. As
with the Cleatham assemblage, to gain a fuller understanding of the levels of attrition
the emphasis was placed on complete urns (Figure 2.19). When compared to Cleatham,
we see that although there are slight differences in the proportions of each type of use-
alteration — for example, 24% of the Elsham urns were internally pitted but 31% at
Cleatham — the overall attritional patterns are the same. Basal abrasion is most common,
followed by internal pitting, and finally sooting (no internal leaching was noted on the
complete vessels, but as leaching was noted on eleven of the 504 urn, this is simply a
result of the small sample size). Just like Cleatham, 71% of the complete Elsham urns

show signs of having being used prior to their burial.
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There is, then, evidence that a large proportion of these vessels at both Elsham
and Cleatham were used in specialist processes, such as fermentation. Given that many
were decorated, and that decorated vessels in cemeteries vastly outnumber those in the
settlements, is it possible that decoration was somehow linked to these processes? In
order to test such a hypothesis the relationships between each type of attrition and
decoration among the 116 and 95 complete Cleatham and Elsham urns were considered
(Figures 2.20). In both cases this demonstrated that internal pitting was most common
on decorated vessels, whilst sooting was most common on undecorated vessels (Figure
2.21). Chi-squared tests for independence were employed to determine whether these
relationships were statistically significant. Unfortunately, the Elsham sample was not
large enough to obtain statistically meaningful results, however the Cleatham analysis
demonstrated that both relationships were in fact statistically significant (Chi-squared
tests with Yates Continuity Correction for internal pitting and the presence of
decoration y* = 3.8, p= 0.05 and sooting and the presence of decoration ¥* = 9.7, p=
0.02). Clearly, the presence of decoration is directly related to the pre-burial function.

Although leaching is a minor contributor to the overall level of use-alteration, at
Cleatham leaching was seen to be biased towards decorated vessels. The significance of
this relationship was also tested using the Chi-squared test for independence, but the
small number of leached urns meant that the sample size was too small to obtain
meaningful results. Basal abrasion was noted on 50% of Cleatham’s complete
decorated urns and 58% of the plain vessels, whilst at EIsham the levels were 65% and
75% respectively. This was not unexpected; while certain attritional markers derive
from very specific processes (e.g. fermentation), basal abrasion is likely to affect most,
if not all, vessels that were used prior to their burial, because all forms of use are likely
to involve a vessel being set down on the base. Thus, we would expect to see similar

proportions of basal attrition on both plain and decorated urns.

74



600

200 A
N o2 M om

Total Plttlng Total BasaI Total Internal Total Sootlng Total Number
Pitting Only  Basal Abrasion Internal Leaching Sooting Only Number of Pots
Abrasion Only Leaching Only of Re- without

Used Signs of

Pots Re-Use

u
o
o

N
o
o

Number of Urns
w
o
o

Figure 2.16: Frequency of use-alteration characteristics on all Cleatham urns that
contained cremated human remains (n=958).
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Figure 2.17: Frequency of use-alteration characteristics on all complete Cleatham
urns that contained cremated human remains (n=116).
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Figure 2.18: Frequency of use-alteration characteristics on all EIsham urns that
contained cremated human remains (n=504).
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Figure 2.19: Frequency of use-alteration characteristics on all complete Elsham urns
that contained cremated human remains (n=95).
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Figure 2.20 Relative proportions of internal pitting with respect to the
presence/absence of decoration on all complete urns from Cleatham (n=116) (top)
and Elsham (n=95) (bottom).
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Figure 2.21: Relative proportions of soot deposits with respect to the
presence/absence of decoration on all complete urns from Cleatham (n=116) (top)
and Elsham (n=95) (bottom).
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The Non-Funerary Pottery Find-Sites

The range of use-alteration characteristics noted at the cemeteries of Elsham and
Cleatham were also seen on pottery recovered from the non-funerary find sites (Figures
2.8 and 2.15). Despite this, the frequencies in which each of the types of use-alteration
occur differ considerably to those obtained from the cemeteries of Cleatham and
Elsham. In this instance we see that sooting is the most common form of use-alteration,
followed by internal pitting, basal abrasion and then finally leaching. It is worth
exploring the reasons behind these differences.

The most commonly recognised mode of use-alteration identified on the non-
funerary pottery was sooting. Indeed, 23% (407) of non-funerary vessels were sooted,;
this is considerably more than the 5% and 7% previously identified at EIsham and
Cleatham respectively. Of the 407 sooted non-funerary vessels, only four were
decorated, and these findings are in complete agreement with the cemetery results,
which demonstrated that sooting is largely restricted to plain vessels (a Chi-squared test
with Yates Continuity Correction demonstrates this to be a statistically significant
relationship: y° = 17.3, p< 0.000).

Only 266 basal fragments were identified amongst the non-funerary pottery
assemblages. Of these, 38% possessed abrasion indicators such as pits, pedestalled
temper and scratches. Although the frequency of abrasion in this assemblage is less
than on the bases of urns from Elsham and Cleatham, this difference is accounted for by
the highly fragmentary nature of the non-funerary assemblage. As Figures 2.3 t0 2.8
demonstrate, abrasion rarely manifests on the entire basal area. As complete bases were
not recovered from the non-funerary sites, in contrast to the cremation sites, our ability

to identify this form of attrition is considerably inhibited.

Only 7% of non-funerary vessels were identified as being internally pitted; this
is considerably less than the proportion of internally pitted vessels in the cemetery
assemblages. In agreement with the observations made in the analysis of the cemetery
material, at the non-funerary sites internal pitting was more commonly noted on
decorated vessels than on undercoated vessels. Indeed, 7.2% of decorated vessels were
internally pitted, whilst 5.4% of plain vessels displayed pitting internally (although it
should be noted that a Chi-squared test for independence demonstrates that this is not a
statistically significant relationship). This small proportion of internally pitted vessels is
probably due to the fact that decorated vessels are more commonly pitted than
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undecorated ones; since decorated pottery is under-represented in settlement

assemblages, the same will be true of internal pitting.

One of the major insights to emerge from Richards’s (1987) survey of cremation
urns was that there were regional differences in both the way that pottery was decorated
and in the types of grave good that were included in cremation urns. One might
question, then, whether the identification of use-alteration characteristics on urns from
North Lincolnshire is a region-specific phenomenon? Alternatively, is it a characteristic
that occurs across Anglo-Saxon England, but one that has not been noticed previously,
or whose significance has not been recognised? It seems that this latter suggestion is the
case. For instance, recording of the surface conditions of cremation urns from the
cemetery of Millgate (Newark-on-Trent) was sporadic (for some urns only the outside
surface is described, for others the conditions of both surfaces are detailed, whilst in
others urn descriptions do not even mention the surface condition), yet some of the urns
at this cemetery clearly suffered from the same types of attrition noted on the Cleatham
and Elsham urns. For example, Gavin Kinsley (1989, 56-8) recorded that whilst the
outside surface of the decorated urn 265 was ‘smoothed to lightly burnished’, on the
inside the ‘entire surface [was] missing’. The same was true of urn 262; in fact, the
attrition on the internal surface of this urn was so advanced that the illustrator saw fit to
represent this in the line drawing of the urn. In addition to internal pitting, Kinsley also
commented on the condition of bases; he recorded that on urn 286 the base was
‘markedly rougher than the other surfaces, with a clear change of finish along the basal
angle’ (Kinsley 1989, 56-8).

Similarly, whilst the condition of the external surfaces of urns is presented in the
recently published report on the urns from Mucking, no comment is made on the
condition of their internal surfaces (Hirst and Clark 2009). This is extremely
unfortunate, particularly because, in the report on the pottery from the adjacent
settlement of Mucking, Hamerow describes the condition of the internal and external
surfaces of vessels. In the latter, we find comments such as ‘exterior, carefully
smoothed, then lightly burnished; black interior, smoothed and flaking’ (GH 103)
(Hamerow 1993, 143, and Figure 138). In light of this evidence, it is clear that the types
of attrition noted on the pottery from Cleatham, Elsham, and the non-funerary sites that
surround them are not a region-specific phenomenon. However, until scholars begin to

look for these types of attrition and systematically and consistently record the

80



conditions of vessel surfaces, there is little chance that we will fully understand the

extent of the use-alteration phenomenon in early Anglo-Saxon England.!
Made for the Funeral or Reused Domestic Pottery?

The observable attritional markers discussed in this chapter reveal that a considerable
number of cremation urns from Cleatham and Elsham were involved in food or drink
processing activities prior to their burial, and that their decoration was directly linked to
these activities. It is unclear, however, whether this attrition developed as a result of
day-to-day use or from shorter term activities, such as funerary feasting; the following
discussion considers these possibilities.

As the levels of attrition span the entire spectrum, from no attrition to complete
internal erosion and heavy basal abrasion, it would not seem unreasonable to suggest
that the severity of attrition could be used as an indicator of vessel age and thus help us
to determine whether pots were produced for the funeral. Unfortunately, such a method
of aging is unfeasible; indeed, severely pitted Gamo beer vessels vary in age from just
one month, in households where beer production is continuous, to an alleged 125 years
in households where it is rare (Arthur 2002, 348). This suggests that it is as likely that
the internal attrition on early Anglo-Saxon urns developed as a result of intense
production of foodstuffs for funerary feasting as it is that it developed from low
frequency, long-term domestic use. Some consideration of the time between death,

cremation and burial could, therefore, help to resolve this problem.

Ethnographic accounts of cremation suggest that the time between death,
cremation and burial is often relatively short and generally no more than a few days (see
for example Gurdon, 1914, 132-4; ManiBabu 1994, 157-161; Vitebsky 1993, 49).
Whilst there are a number of historical and ethnographic accounts that demonstrate
considerable time between death and cremation, such examples generally derive from
sources documenting high-status funerals and consequently they are ‘probably
considerably more elaborate than those afforded to lesser mortals, who constitute the
bulk of archaeological cremations’ (McKinley 1994, 79). We cannot say for certain
whether the time between death, cremation, and burial in early Anglo-Saxon England

was relatively short. However, we do know that corpses were placed on the pyre

! Internal pitting does not only occur on early Anglo-Saxon pottery. Indeed, this form of attrition is seen

on late Anglo-Saxon Thetford-ware pitchers (Jane Young and Paul Blinkhorn pers. comm.), late Anglo-

Saxon Michelmersh-ware pitchers (Ben Jervis pers. comm.) and Roman Horningsea ware (lan

Rowlandson pers. comm.). | am indebted to these scholars for bringing these examples to my attention.
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‘whole and articulated’; that is to say they had not been de-fleshed, and that there is no
evidence to suggest that they had been ‘treated’ in any way prior to their cremation
(McKinley 1994, 86). We also know that after cremation the remains were deliberately
and carefully collected, perhaps washed, and then placed into an urn. Although it is not
possible to ascertain how much time passed between collection and deposition, there is
no ‘ethnographic or anthropological evidence to suggest that remains were kept above
ground for longer than a few days after cremation’ (McKinley 1994, 85-6, 102, 119).

Such evidence suggests that a relatively short time between death and burial is
not an unrealistic prospect and in this situation it is unlikely that there would have been
sufficient time for the severe levels of both internal and external attrition seen on some
of the urns to develop. Indeed, ethnographic and historical accounts of the brewing of
un-hopped beverages (hops were not introduced to England until c. AD 1400; see
Chapter 3), for example, demonstrate that the process normally takes two to eight days.
As these un-hopped drinks have poor keeping qualities they have to be consumed within
a few days of manufacture. We can suggest, then, that if urns were being made for the
funeral — and that there were only a few days between death, cremation and burial — it
would only be possible to undertake a handful of brews in these vessels before they
were buried (see Chapter 3, and also Clark 1983, 24; Corran 1975, 42-4; Stone 2006,
16). As such, unless the Anglo-Saxons were manufacturing lactic acid-fermented
produce with a pH similar to that of battery acid, and intentionally abrading the bases of
their vessels, it seems extremely unlikely that the levels of attrition seen on some of
these urns would have had time to develop if they had been made for the funeral. The
suggestion that cremation urns were in fact re-used domestic vessels is given further
credence when the evidence from settlement sites is taken into consideration. Indeed,
7% of the vessels from the non-funerary find sites were internally pitted and were thus
involved in the same fermentational processes as the urns. As such, there is no apparent
difference in the way that domestic pottery and funerary pottery was used prior to its
incorporation into the archaeological record, and there is a very real possibility that

cremation urns were obtained from the domestic sphere.

It has been shown here that urn decoration was related to pre-burial function
and, indeed, at both cemetery and non-funerary find-sites internal pitting occurred more
frequently on decorated than undecorated vessels, whilst sooting occurred more
frequently on plain vessels. Whilst the sample size of the Elsham assemblage was too

small to test this relationship statistically, at Cleatham, a Chi-squared test for
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independence demonstrated that was a statistically significant result. Even so, it is clear
that the use-decoration relationship is not clear cut and there are a small number of plain
vessels that do posses internal pitting (Figure 2.20). However, these ‘anomalies’ are
more easily understood if we consider the possibility that it was the role of the pot in
specific domestic activities that determined its suitability as an appropriate vessel to
contain the remains of the dead (see Chapter 6). The production and consumption of
fermented food and drink is a multi-stage, multi-vessel process (see the discussion of
Gamo beer production, above, and for a more detailed appraisal see Chapter 3). The
situation was more than likely the same in Anglo-Saxon England, with decorated and
plain jars being just one of a number of pots being used in fermentation procedures; this
would certainly account for the appearance of internal pitting on plain vessels.
Alternatively, it may be that the ‘expected’ function of a pot is not always fulfilled — to
take brewing as an example, the Gamo and Luo (Kenya) often produce beer not in
specified ‘beer’ jars, but in large storage jars or cooking pots (Arthur 2002, 347; Dietler
and Herbich 2006, 399). In Anglo-Saxon England, it is quite possible that if a
decorated pot was unavailable at the time of, for example, brewing, then the choice may
have been made to use a sooted, undecorated vessel; again this would account for the
internal attrition seen on undecorated urns. Despite the presence of sooting, or its lack
of decoration, the promotion of this pot into a brewing vessel may have endowed it with

significance and merited its role as a cremation urn at a later date.

Not all urns exhibit signs of use-alteration (Figures 2.17 and 2.19). Potentially,
these vessels could have been examples that were produced for the funeral; however
their lack of attrition could equally be due to one or more of the following factors.
Firstly, hard, well-fired pots are less susceptible to attrition than softer, lower fired ones
(Schiffer and Skibo 1989); as there is considerable variation in the hardness of Anglo-
Saxon cremation urns (due to poor control of firing conditions; see Chapter 1), some
will abrade more readily than others. Secondly, for abrasion to take place, the abrader
must be harder than the ceramic paste and small enough to get between temper particles
(Skibo 1992, 116). If a vessel was stored on straw, reeds, or cloth it would be less
likely to develop basal abrasions. Thirdly, if pots are thoroughly cleaned after use, the
likelihood of them developing attritional markers indicative of fermentation is
considerably reduced (Arthur 2002, 348). Finally, relatively new pots, or those
belonging to households that rarely produce fermented foodstuffs, will be less affected

than those belonging to frequent producers.
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This discussion so far has examined the possibility that vessels were not made
specifically for the funeral, and it is now necessary to re-evaluate the hypothesis that
they were manufactured for a particular client. Without doubt, it is possible that
individual pots were manufactured for, and used by, the deceased as personal vessels
while they were alive; this would certainly account for Richards’s (1987) correlations
and would also allow for the development of attritional markers in the context of daily
use. A further possibility is that urns were part of a range of pots manufactured to fulfil
specific domestic functions?, but in the knowledge that at a later date they may be used
to house the remains of a household member. Indeed, as is the case ethnographically
(Arthur 2006, 88; Dietler and Herbich 2006, 398-400), there is every possibility that a
household possessed a number of pots associated with the production and consumption
of fermented products. If these pots were decorated with respect to family traditions —
and at death a cremation vessel was selected from the deceased’s household according
to culturally controlled rules — then this would account for the use-alteration we see, the
correlations identified by Richards (1987), and the clustering of similarly decorated urns
in the cemeteries (see Chapter 4). Certainly, the burial of similarly styled vessels in the
same urn-pit, or in close proximity to each other, suggests that decoration might have
family significance (see for example Hills 1980, 204-6; McKinley 1994, PI. XI1I1).

Finally, if these decorated pots were domestic in origin, we must consider why
they account for only ¢.5% of settlement ceramic assemblages. The first point to note is
that this 5% is a considerable underestimate of the actual number of decorated vessels
that existed at domestic sites. As decoration is largely confined to the upper half of
Anglo-Saxon pottery, many undecorated sherds that are found in settlement contexts
probably originate from decorated vessels.> Moreover, if we assume, as the data
demonstrates, that decoration is linked to function, then by taking account of
ethnographic ceramic censuses and use-life data we can begin to see these pots in the

context of day-to-day life and their subsequent incorporation into the archaeological

2 As we will see in Chapter 3, the different sizes and forms that cremation urns take means that they have
very different functional properties. It is likely that these different forms enabled them to enact roles in
different stages of the production and consumption processes, for example, brewing, drinking and
serving.
3 For example, if ten complete vessels — two decorated and eight plain — were each broken into 100
sherds, then (because decoration is largely confined to the upper half of the pots), we would have roughly
100 decorated sherds and 900 plain sherds. In this situation, decorated sherds would account for 10% of
the assemblage (by sherd count) but in reality, before breakage, decorated vessels actually accounted for
20% of the assemblage. The highly fragmented nature of settlement pottery therefore skews our
perception of the composition of settlement assemblages. Unless analysts are able to repatriate plain
sherds with the decorated vessels that they came from, then it will always be the case that they
underestimate the number of decorated vessels that were actually present at the domestic site.
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record. For example, beer jars represent just 2.3-11.4% of pots found in Gamo villages,
whilst those used for cooking account for 27.5-49.4% (Arthur 2006, 78). DeBoer and
Lathrap (1979, Table. 4.4) record comparable proportions in Peru; here large jars used
for beer storage accounted for just 2% of household pottery. If a similar situation
existed in early Anglo-Saxon England, then the number of decorated ‘fermentation’
vessels entering the archaeological record would be considerably fewer than the number
of cooking pots.

In addition to the proposition that there were smaller numbers of fermenting pots
compared to cooking pots in early Anglo-Saxon settlements, we can also note that since
fermentation processes, such as brewing, require vessels to stand for long periods of
time, fermentation vessels are less prone to breakage and consequently have longer use-
lives than their cooking-pot counterparts (Arthur 2003, 349-50; Bankes 1985, 276;
DeBoer 1974, 338; DeBoer and Lathrap 1979, Table 4.5; Mills 1989, 137). Indeed,
despite their internal attrition, the mean age at breakage of Gamo beer jars is 2.7 years,
compared to 1.1 years for cooking-pots (Arthur 2002, 345, 349-50). If the same was
true in early Anglo-Saxon England then, with fewer breakages compared to cooking
pots, fewer decorated vessels would be expected to enter the archaeological record.
Evidently, the small proportion of decorated pottery found on settlement sites can be
explained in terms of daily use and breakage patterns. It need not represent, as Richards
(1987, 53) suggests, funerary vessels that were broken in storage or manufacture.

To account for the disparity between the proportions of decorated vessels in
cemeteries compared to settlements, we can add to this ethnographic census and use-life
data that which was hypothesised in Chapter 1: that is, only small numbers of decorated
pots were kept in a settlement at any one time, at the time of a death one of those was
selected to be an urn, then, at a later date, this was replaced with a new decorated pot.
With each subsequent death, the proportion of decorated pots in the settlement would
remain constant whilst the number in the cemetery increased. In light of the evidence
discussed in this chapter, this does not seem an unfeasible suggestion. With this
realisation, we can begin to re-evaluate a number of previously advanced, generally
accepted — yet notably untested — hypotheses regarding funerary practices and the
treatment of cremation urns. One such phenomenon is the custom of making post-firing
perforations in the bases and lower walls of cremation urns. The remainder of this
chapter re-evaluates the practice of post-firing perforation in light of the evidence

presented above.
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Post-Firing Perforation of Cremation Urns

Purposefully drilled post-firing perforations (PFPs) occur in the lower walls and bases
of ¢.10% of early Anglo-Saxon cremation urns (Figure 2.22) (Leahy 20073, 82;
Richards 1987, 154). Although similar pre-firing perforations, functioning as
suspension loops, are seen close to the rims of domestic vessels, these post- firing
perforations have been interpreted as symbolic and as serving no practical purpose
(Richards 1987, 57). Such explanations are unsurprising, given that the general
consensus is that urns were manufactured specifically for the funeral (Richards 1987,
206). Given that the above discussion suggests, however, that the majority of vessels
were obtained from the domestic sphere, and that a significant proportion were
employed in processes involving fermentation, this section considers the possibility that
PFPs were related to functional activities. It first outlines the characteristics of PFPs,
before moving on to provide an account of previous interpretations of these features.
Consideration is then given to other instances of PFPs in the historical and
archaeological record, including those from contemporary settlements and examples
from the Iron Age and Romano-British periods. Finally, PFPs are placed in the context

of the domestic activities suggested by the Cleatham and Elsham urns.
The Characteristics and Previous Interpretations

Post-firing perforations are principally located in the lower regions of vessels, mainly in
the base or basal angle and, while examples of multiple perforations do exist, the
majority occur singly (Figure 2.12 and 2.21 and Table 2.1). Their morphology suggests
that most were produced from the inside by a boring or drilling action, perhaps with a
knife, with the resulting holes being in the range of ¢.10-20mm in diameter. In some
instances molten lead has been poured into the hole which creates a ‘plug’ that
completely seals the original perforation (see for example Leahy 2007b, 55). Both
practices are widespread; indeed, Richards’s (1987, 57, 154) study, which considered
2400 urns from eighteen cemeteries across England, established that ¢.10% of

cremation urns have some form of hole, either open or plugged.

Various explanations for the presence of these holes and lead plug ‘repairs’ have
been advanced, but, as most authors acknowledge, none is completely satisfactory. It
has been claimed, for example, that PFPs provided a means for the spirit of the deceased
to come and go from the urn at will, yet the plugging of some perforations would appear
counter-intuitive to this explanation (Lethbridge 1951, 13; Richards 1987, 77-8).
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Alternatively, it has been suggested that they represent ritual killings, the perforation
rendering the pot useless to the living and thus dedicating it to the dead (Richards 1987,
77). Again, however, if the pot was to be decommissioned, one must still account for
the presence of lead plugs in some holes. Richards (1987, 78) argued that these ‘repairs’
may not have been serviceable, proposing that the lead may have melted if used over a
fire. While this is a possibility, this explanation fails to acknowledge that not all pots are
used for cooking; a plugged pot would, for example, serve quite adequately as a storage
jar for dry goods. Moreover, there is evidence from other periods to suggest that the
practice of repairing pottery with lead can be entirely functional. Lead clamp repairs,
formed by pouring molten lead into drilled holes, are known from the Roman period
(Pefia 2007, 238-9), whilst molten lead was used to form plug repairs in medieval
England (Pearce et al. 1985, 47).

A further problem with the ritual killing hypothesis is the small proportion of
perforated urns. If the intention was to dedicate the pot to the dead then we must explain
why the remaining 90% of urns are un-perforated (Richards 1987, 77). Perhaps the
method of ‘killing” was not always the same; indeed the removal of a fragment of the
rim may have served quite adequately as a symbolic deformation (as in Roman
cemeteries, see Taylor 2001, 102). Yet, many urns remain complete, showing no sign of
damage at all. There is also the commonly occurring paradox of perforated vessels
which were buried contemporaneously with un-perforated pots (Table 2.2). Perhaps, in
these instances the holes are symptomatic of the deceased’s age or status and therefore
help to distinguish them from their burial partners. Indeed, Richards (1987, 155-7)
observes that persons buried in holed vessels are more likely to possess grave goods,
and, although there is no correlation with a particular gender, holed urns tend to contain
the remains of adults. Despite these observations, this still does not confirm that the
holing was a mortuary performance. There is potential, for example, that the holed pot
had taken part in some domestic activity in which the deceased was involved. Indeed, of
the perforated vessels from Lackford (Suffolk), Lethbridge (1951, 13) reports that
‘[s]ome were probably used as churns, as was the case in recent times in the Hebrides’.
This reference to dairying provides the only attempt at a functional interpretation for

PFPs and will be returned to later.
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Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 2.22: Post-firing perforation in the basal angle of Cleatham urn 169.

Location Cleatham % | Elsham %
Base 44% 61%
Lower Wall 22% 11%
Basal Angle 10% 22%
Multiple Base 10% 0%
Lower Wall and Base 4% 0%
Mid and Lower Wall 3% 0%
Base and Basal Angle 3% 6%
Mid Wall 1% 0%
Multiple Upper Wall 1% 0%
Lower Wall, Basal Angle
and Base 1% 0%
Basal Angle and Lower
Wall 1% 0%
Total 100 100

Table 2.1: The locations of post-firing perforation in urns from the Cleatham (n = 81)
and Elsham (n = 18).
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Cemetery urn Source
Urn Number(s): Number(s):Un-
Perforated Urn(s) | Perofrated Urn(s)
Spong Hill | 2815 2814, 2816 Hills et al. 1994, Figures 29,
64 and 134
Cleatham 57 55 Leahy 2007a, Figure 115;
Leahy 2007c
Cleatham 63 63 Leahy 2007a, Figure 115;
Leahy 2007c

Table 2.2: Selected examples of perforated and un-perforated urns that were buried in

the same urn pits.
Perforations, Plugs and Repairs in the Iron Age and Romano-British Periods

In discussing the occurrence of lead plugs at Cleatham, Leahy (2007b, 55) draws
comparison with lead plugs found in second-century AD cremation urns from the
Romano-British cemetery of Gilliate’s Grave (North Lincolnshire). This observation
implies that this ‘ritual” was practiced well before the onset of the Anglo-Saxon period,
and, indeed, if one examines excavation reports of Iron Age and Romano-British sites it
becomes quite clear that the perforation of ceramic vessels after firing was a well-
established tradition. For example, in commenting on the ceramics from the late Iron
Age site of Nazeingbury (Essex), Huggins (1978, 76, Figures 12-14) reports that ‘the
practice of boring holes in pots after firing, usually in the base but also in the sides, was
common as on other Belgic sites’. As her figures illustrate, these holes occur singly, or
in multiples of up to three, and are similar in size to those found in Anglo-Saxon
pottery. Similarly, Webley and Anderson (2008, 65, Figure 2.28) illustrate three late
Iron Age jars from Addenbrooke’s (Cambridgeshire), and, once more, the holes appear
singly or in multiples up to four, and their size and locations are similar to those found
in Anglo-Saxon cremation urns. A further two-holed middle Iron Age example from
Bedfordshire is illustrated by Webley (2007, 227, Figure 8.3). Here, the perforations are
not in the base but are ‘drilled immediately above’ it; again, the location and method of
manufacture correlate with the PFPs in Anglo-Saxon cremation urns. Finally, Green et
al. (2004, 326, Figure 7.23) illustrate three late Iron Age and early Roman jars from the
Thames Valley, all of which have single PFPs in their bases.

As is the case with the early Anglo-Saxon examples, few authors (except
Fulford and Timby 2001) have attempted to explain the perforation of Iron Age and
Roman vessels in functional terms, if at all. Indeed, Green et al. (2004, 326) concede

that ‘the purpose of this, a common feature ... is unclear’, similarly Huggins (1978, 77)
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reports that these ‘holes imply some specific and widespread practice which is not yet
understood’, whilst Webley (2007, 227) returns to the idea of ‘ritual killing’. Certainly,
the context of deposition of many Iron Age pots with PFPs would suggest some form of
structured placement; in fact all the above-mentioned examples derive from ditches, pits
and wells, while Webley’s (2007, 227) vessel was notably associated with human

remains.

Perhaps the most significant assemblage of perforated vessels are those found in
the Silchester Collection (Reading Museum and Art Gallery). This collection contains
76 late Iron Age to late fourth-/early fifth-century vessels which have perforations in
their “bellies’, whilst a further eighteen have them in their bases. Of the basally
perforated pots, seven are dated to the late first century BC/first century AD, four are
second-century, whilst the remainder are third- and fourth-century (Fulford and Timby
2001, 293-6). Once more, all but a single vessel derives from a pit or well and, again,
such find-spots suggest carefully placed ritual deposits. Yet, although Fulford and
Timby do not deny that the deposition of these vessels may have formed part of a ritual
activity, they argue that the act of forming these holes was not part of this performance.
Indeed, if the intention was to kill the pot, they question why many were deposited
alongside similar vessels that were not perforated. Concurrently, as a number of vessels
possess multiple PFPs, often of different shapes and in different locations, some of
which have been filled with lead whilst others remain open, there is considerable
potential that perforations were made on different occasions, with different tools, and
perhaps with a significant lapse of time between them. In summary, this evidence, they
argue, does not represent instances of ritual killing, rather it demonstrates cases of

modification and repair resulting from changes in vessel function.

As these examples reveal, the practice of perforating and plugging vessels had
considerable and sustained heritage in both funerary and non-funerary contexts long
before its appearance in early Anglo-Saxon cremation cemeteries. Moreover, further
examples of perforated vessels are known from non-funerary contexts in later periods.
Indeed, Moorhouse (1991, 104, 108, Figure 9.9) presents two late Saxon vessels from
Northamptonshire which have PFPs in their bases, whilst Adams Gilmour (1988, 116,
Figure 33) illustrates a mid to late twelfth-century jar from Lincoln with a single PFP
above the shoulder and an example of a PFP just above the basal angle of a twelfth-
century jar is provided by Young et al. (2005, 121, Figure 107). Allied with the

evidence for PFPs and repair on settlement sites (see below), we must consider that
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what we are dealing with may not be the visible remnants of an early Anglo-Saxon
funerary ritual, but the remains of a domestic practice effectively preserved in the burial
record. The following section therefore considers the potential roles that perforations

may have played in domestic activities.
Functional Perforations and Modified Pots

In an attempt to understand the perforated vessels in the Silchester collection, Fulford
and Timby (2001, 295) have drawn attention to the deliberate perforation of vessels in
the preparation of the fish sauce known as garum. Indeed, in a tenth-century agricultural
compilation from Byzantium, Geoponica, we learn that to make garum, salt is added to
the entrails, gills, blood and juices of the tunny fish. This mixture is then left to stand
‘for two months at most’ and after this time we are told that it is necessary to ‘pierce the
vessel and the garum, called Haimation, is withdrawn’ (Geoponica, 20.46, 6; Curtis
1991, 13). While we do not know exactly what the purpose of early Anglo-Saxon
perforated vessels was, from this example we must accept that holes made after a pot

has been fired can be entirely functional.

Further examples of functional PFPs can be found in the context of the
production of butter and cheese. As previously mentioned, Lethbridge (1951, 13)
alluded to the use of PFPs in Hebridean dairying practices and Mann (1908, 326-7,
Figure 1) confirms this in a late nineteenth-/early twentieth-century account of butter
churning from the same region. To begin with, an ordinary handmade, low-fired, pot
known as a craggan was modified by the insertion of a ‘single, carefully made
perforation, about % inch in diameter, in the side of the vessel, 3 or 4 inches from the
rim’. This pot was then ‘partially filled with milk, a cloth was tied tightly over the
mouth of the vessel, which was then rocked backwards and forwards until the butter
was made’. The hole, Mann suggests, is necessary for the gases generated in churning to
escape, otherwise the pressure inside the vessel would be too great and the craggan
would burst. Almost two millennia before Mann, Pliny the Elder (Historia XXVIII,
xxxv; Bostock and Riley 1855) provided a nearly identical account of butter churning in
northern Europe; here, milk was shaken ‘to and fro in a tall vessel, with a small orifice

at the mouth to admit the air, but otherwise closely stopped’.

The most direct literary reference to the creation of PFPs in the lower regions of
vessels is provided by the first-century writer Columella (De Re Rustica XII, VIII, I;
Forster and Heffner 1955). In the manufacture of sour milk, or curds, we are told to:
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‘[t]ake a new vessel and bore a hole in it near the base; then fill up the hole
which you have made with a small stick and fill the vessel with the freshest
possible sheep’s milk and add to this small bunches of green seasonings ... After
the fifth day take out the small stick with which you blocked up the hole and
drain off the whey; then when the milk begins to flow, block up the hole with
the same stick and, after an interval of three days, let out the whey in the manner
described above and take out and throw away the bunches of seasonings ... after
an interval of two days, again let out the whey and block up to hole and add as
much pounded salt as shall suffice, and mix the whole together. Then put a
cover on the vessel and seal it up, and do not open the vessel until the contents

are required for use.’

Finally, although not strictly PFPs, the locations of bungholes in medieval
cisterns are of note here, as they draw parallels with a number of PFPs in Anglo-Saxon
vessels. Cisterns are essentially large jars or jugs with a hole just above the base which
allows liquids, such as beer and ale, to be drawn off without disturbing any sediment
that may have collected on the base (Jennings 1992, 4; McCarthy and Brookes 1988,
112-13). From fifteenth-century accounts, wills and inventories, we learn that cisterns
were used in conjunction with ‘spiggots’, ‘ducels’ and ‘forcets’. These wooden items
are thought to have been inserted into the bunghole and used as a means of controlling
the flow of liquid (Moorhouse 1978, 8; McCarthy and Brookes 1988, 112). As the
above examples demonstrate, pots can be easily modified to fulfil specific functions,
and given the limited range of early Anglo-Saxon vessel forms, it would not seem
unreasonable to suggest that early Anglo-Saxon pots could be adapted for use in similar
ways. Certainly, in conjunction with a bone or wooden plug, such perforations could

have functioned in a comparable manner.

In summary, these examples show that PFPs can be entirely functional and that,
in the absence of a dedicated vessel, it is relatively easy for pots to be modified in order
to carry out specific tasks. It is possible, therefore, that the perforated vessels found in
cemeteries are the result of such modifications. Furthermore, with the exception of the
butter churns, the common feature linking all the above examples is the desire to
separate a solid from a liquid, particularly in the preparation of fermented foodstuffs. It
Is encouraging to find, then, that the use-alteration analysis of cremation urns from
Elsham and Cleatham suggested that these urns were likely to have been involved in

fermentational processes such as dairying and brewing. Given this insight into the pre-
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burial functions of these urns, and the fact that the historical examples of PFPs all
involve dairying and fermentation, it is now necessary to consider the development of

attrition alongside the presence of PFP and lead plugs in Anglo-Saxon urns.
The Use-Alteration of Perforated Cremation Urns

Leahy (2007a, 82) records that 81 of the Cleatham urns have PFPs. Seventy-nine of
these vessels were examined by the author and 42% (33) were found to be suffering
from the internal pitting described above. When this figure was compared with the
overall percentage (31%) of pitted complete vessels from Cleatham (see above), we find
that pitting occurs more frequently on perforated urns than it does on the urn
assemblage as a whole. Moreover, a Chi-squared test for independence demonstrates
that internal pitting occurs more frequently on perforated than un-perforated urns and
that this relationship is significant at the p=0.004 level (Chi-squared tests with Yates
Continuity Correction, y° = 8.36, p= 0.004). Although it is acknowledged that caution
needs to be exercised when dealing with such a small sample, there is a suggestion that
vessels with lead plugs are also more commonly internally pitted than the rest of the
assemblage. Indeed, fourteen of the fifteen Cleatham urns which were identified as

having lead plugs were examined and 36% (5) of these were internally pitted.

Perforated and lead-plugged urns were also noted in the Elsham assemblage
(Table 2.1). The number identified here, however, was considerably smaller than that
identified at Cleatham; there were just eighteen PFPs, three of which were plugged.
Lead plugs were found in association with a further four urns but due to the level of
preservation of these urns the holes form which they originated were unidentifiable.
Use-alteration analysis of the PFP urns demonstrated that, as at Cleatham, pitting
occurred more frequently on perforated urns than it did on the assemblage of complete
vessels (29% compared to 22%). A Chi-squared test for independence was also
undertaken on this relationship, but like the other attempts at statistical analysis on the

Elsham dataset, the sample size was too small to obtain meaningful results.

When the use-alteration evidence is considered alongside the historical and
anthropological evidence discussed above, the distinct possibility arises that PFPs were
not related to funerary rituals, but were rather involved in the production and
consumption of fermented produce. Whether the internal pitting developed whilst the
perforations were functioning, or whether perforations were fashioned in pitted vessels
to enable them to take part in secondary use-activities, such as the straining or
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dispensing of fermented produce, is unknown. Nevertheless, the statistical analysis of
the Cleatham urns demonstrates that there is a direct link between internal pitting and
the presence of PFPs.

Placing Post-Firing Perforations in an Anglo-Saxon Context

Unfortunately we do not have any literary evidence from the early Anglo-Saxon period
that provides accounts of perforated vessels in use. However, by considering the
archaeological evidence, and earlier and later documentary accounts of food and drink
production, consumption and distribution activities, we can potentially place the Anglo-
Saxon perforated vessels in such a context. The following discussion therefore

considers the evidence for both dairying and brewing activities.

Both Pliny (Historia XX V111, xxxv; Bostock and Riley 1855) and Mann (1908,
326-7, Figure 1), writing in the first and early twentieth centuries, respectively,
observed that butter was produced using vessels with holes drilled immediately below
their rims. It is unlikely that the Anglo-Saxon vessels with perforations in their lower
walls and bases were used to produce butter in the way described in their accounts.
Indeed, in this case the vessel would need to be inverted so that the PFP could function
as a gas escape hole. In such a position the entire weight of the liquid would rest upon
the skin or fabric lid and likelihood of spillage and wastage of the contents would be
extremely high. Nevertheless, the single Cleatham urn with a PFP close to the rim
could have been used to produce butter in the manner described. Although we cannot
say for certain whether this vessel was being used in this way before its burial we do
know that butter was being consumed in Britain in the sixth and seventh centuries and
that butter production can result in internal attrition (Arthur 2002, 336-7). Indeed,
butter is mentioned in the sixth-century Preface of Gildas on Penance (i; McNeill and
Gamer 1990, 175) and in the seventh-century Penitential of Theodore (Book I, I, vi;
McNeill and Gamer 1990, 185). Intriguingly, later documentary evidence suggests that
it may have been considered as having healing properties and that it held economic
value. Indeed, its medicinal qualities are demonstrated by its inclusion in remedies
throughout Bald’s late ninth- or early tenth-century Leechdoms, for example, in the
treatment of burns, shingles, and intestinal worms (Leechbook I, xxxvi; I, xxi, XXiXx;
Cockayne 1865, 87, 321, 325), whilst butter’s economic worth is suggested in food
rents from middle and later Anglo-Saxon laws and charters. In The Laws of Ine (c.AD

688-694), for example, ‘a full amber of butter’ (anmber fulne butteran) is required in
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the food rent from every ten hides (Laws of Ine 70.1; Attenborough 1922, 34, 58-9).
Similarly before the onset of the Anglo-Saxon period, we again see that butter held
economic value; indeed, Pliny records that its consumption, in first-century northern
Europe, distinguished the ‘wealthy from the multitude at large’ (Historia XXVIII, xxxv;
Bostock and Riley 1855). Perhaps, then, if a perforated urn had been used to produce
butter, this may have made some statement about the deceased’s status, or it may have
been thought to possess some medicinal, magical or amuletic qualities that would merit
its use as an urn. Certainly, as Richards (1987, 155-7) notes, persons contained in

perforated vessels are more likely to possess grave goods.

Although not a direct observation of the early Anglo-Saxons, in the first century
AD we know that the Germanic peoples enjoyed a ‘curdled milk’ product perhaps not
dissimilar to that described by Columella (see above) (Germania XXIII, xxxv; Church
and Brodribb 1942). If a similar product was not already being made in England before
the Migration Period, it is certainly possible that it was introduced at this time; indeed,
whey, buttermilk and ‘British cheese’ are all mentioned by Gildas (Preface of Gildas on
Penance, i, ii; McNeill and Gamer 1990, 176-7). Given the possibility of dairy
practices suggested by the cremation urns from Cleatham, the presence of possible
cheese strainers* at early Anglo-Saxon sites such as Mucking (Hamerow 1993, 44-5),
the use of whey in remedies in the Leechdoms (Leechbook 111, xxxix; Cockayne 1865,
333) and the fact that the shepherd’s duties in £lfric’s Colloquy (of the late tenth to
early eleventh century) include making butter and cheese (Watkins 2006, 4), it would
not be unreasonable to suggest that the early Anglo-Saxons manufactured similar dairy
products. Such procedures may therefore have necessitated holed vessels which would
facilitate the separation of curds and whey.

As with dairying, similar modes of separation can be suggested with respect to
beer or ale. Although there is no direct evidence for beer/ale production in the early
Anglo-Saxon period, we do know that in the first century AD Germanic peoples
produced ‘liquor for drinking ... made out of barley or other grain, and fermented into a
certain resemblance to wine’ (Germania XXIII, xxxv; Church and Brodribb 1942).
Likewise, in the early fourth century we learn from Diocletian that Pannonian and Celtic
beer was being imported to Rome (Edict of Maximum Prices; Frank 1940, 322), whilst
Anglo-Saxon sources from the seventh century onwards repeatedly mention beer and

ale. In a seventh-century Penitential, for example, Theodore states that ‘laymen’ who

* Bowl-shaped vessels with multiple perforations made in the clay before firing.
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are ‘drunk against the Lord’s command ... shall do penance for twenty days ... without
beer’ (Penitential of Theodore, Book 1, I, vi; McNeill and Gamer 1990, 184). Similarly,
in the seventh-century Laws of Ine, the food rent from ten hides includes ‘12 ambers of
Welsh ale” and ‘30 ambers of clear ale’ (X1l ambra Wilisc ealad, XXX hlutters) (Laws of
Ine 70.1; Attenborough 1922, 59), whilst ‘clear’, “‘Welsh’ and ‘mild’ ale are all
mentioned in an agreement between Ceolred, Abbot of Peterborough and Wulfred in
AD 852 (Roberston 1939, 13).

Given that the raw ingredients of beer/ale are grain and water, one would expect
at least some attempt to remove the ‘wet residuary materials of malt liquor’ (known in
O.E. as gryt) (Cockayne 1865, 389) from the beverage before consumption. Perhaps,
then, ‘clear’ refers to ale which has been strained or filtered after mashing or
fermentation; certainly, reference is made to ‘new ale, before it be strained’ in a late
ninth- or early tenth-century remedy (Leechbook I, li; Cockayne 1865, 125). Moreover,
we learn from Beowulf (Il. 767-9a; Bradley 1982, 432; Lee 2007, 136-7) that the dregs
of the brew were considered to be disagreeable: ‘[f]or all the Danes dwelling in the
fortress, for those earls and for every brave man it was the bitter dregs of the ale’
(Denum eallum weard, ceaster-buendum, cenra gehwylcum, eorlum ealu-scerwen). It
may seem unreasonable to suggest that a single hole in the base, lower wall, or basal
angle could facilitate the separation of the wort from the mash, in that the liquid could
easily drain away, yet this can be readily explained. When a filtering medium, such as
hay or straw, was placed in the base of a vessel, behind the perforation, the wort would
have been easily drawn from the mash; the solid matter would have been caught in the
hay and the filtered wort would have flowed through the hole and been collected in a
separate vessel. This very technique was used in wooden barrels in the Orkney Islands
up until the last century (Graham Dineley pers. comm.). Likewise, Odd Nordland
(1969) describes in considerable detail the use of plant material as a medium for
filtration in the separation of the wort and mash in domestic breweries in early
twentieth-century Norway. The basal and lower wall locations of these holes would
mean that if such a method of filtration was employed then the perforated vessel could
be fairly easily stacked inside the mouth of another pot, thus aiding the collection of the

wort (see Chapter 3).

That beer/ale may have been considered significant in Anglo-Saxon mortuary
contexts is suggested by the burning of its raw ingredients at funerals and the

subsequent incorporation of these charred remains within the grave. In the seventh-
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century Penitential of Theodore, for example, we learn that whoever takes part in the
practice of burning grain ‘where a man has died ... shall do penance for five years’
(Book I, XV, iii; McNeill and Gamer 1990, 198), whilst substantial quantities of burnt
grain have been recovered from the fifth- to sixth-century cemeteries of Sandy
(Bedfordshire) and Marston (Northamptonshire) (Meaney 1964, 40,192; Meaney and
Hawkes 1970, 31-2) and from sixth-century grave fills at Castledyke (North
Lincolnshire) (Carrott et al. 1998, 240-1; Leahy 2007, 56). If beer or ale was a
significant consideration at the funeral or in the afterlife, then perhaps the vessels used
in their manufacture were imbued with significance and this merited their use as
containers for the dead (see Chapter 6). Given that the internal attrition on the Cleatham
urns suggest brewing activities, perhaps these vessels with PFPs were involved in such
straining and dispensing activities; certainly the location of many perforations draws

parallels with medieval cisterns (see above).

In addition to the discovery of the raw materials of beer production in burials of
this period, we can also, of course, add the vast array of drinking-related paraphernalia
deposited in graves. For example, glass vessels, bronze-bound wooden buckets,
drinking horns, wheel-thrown vessels found in Kentish graves (probably associated with
imported wine), wooden drinking bowls and ladle-shaped strainers are all types of
drink-related utensils that occur in Anglo-Saxon mortuary contexts (each of these forms
of material culture will be discussed in more detail in Chapter 6). It would appear, then,
that drinking was held in high regard in this period and it was inextricably linked with
burial practices (Arnold 1988; Cook 2009; Evison 1979; Harden 1978; Hills et al.1984;
Hirst and Clarke 2009; McKinley 1994; Ravn 2003; Stoodly 1999). The presence of
such vessels in early Anglo-Saxon mortuary contexts correlates perfectly with the pre-

burial functions suggested by the use-alteration analysis of cremation urns.
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Figure 2.23: A post firing perforation in a basal angle sherd from the non-
funerary find site of Manton Warren (MTBX). Note that the perforation is
made just above the basal angle (in this image the sherd is upside down).

Perforations and Repairs on Settlement Sites

Given the possibility that urns with PFPs were initially domestic in nature, we must
consider the evidence for such holed vessels in settlement contexts. Regrettably, there is
a distinct lack of basal and lower wall perforations on vessels from settlement sites.
Indeed, a search of excavated settlement reports, including Mucking (Essex) (Hamerow
1993), West Stow (Suffolk) (West 1985), Riby Cross Roads (North Lincolnshire)
(Steedman 1994), Catholme (Staffordshire) (Losco-Bradley and Kinsley 2002), and
Pennyland and Hartigans (Bucks) (R.J. Williams 1993), provides only a single example
of an illustrated perforated vessel (it seems significant that the illustration appears to
show that this vessel, from Pennyland, also suffered from internal pitting (Blinkhorn
1993, Figure 103)). Similarly, only two PFP vessels were identified in the current
survey of 80 non-funerary find sites in North Lincolnshire (from Barnetby-le-Wold and
Manton Warren) (Figure 2.23). There are a variety of reasons, however, why vessels
with PFPs are rarely found in settlement contexts, including the mode of deposition,
practices of re-use and repair, archaeological interpretation, and the fact that PFPs are

found more commonly in decorated pots; each variable will now be considered.
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At the most prosaic level, a distinction based upon the completeness of vessels
at the point of deposition can be drawn between settlement and cemetery ceramic
assemblages. For example, in cemeteries, complete vessels are carefully placed in
purposefully dug urn-pits and, provided that a vessel was at a sufficient depth to protect
it from later plough damage, it will remain largely complete and in a primary deposit. In
such instances it is relatively simple to identify a PFP. On settlement sites, however,
assemblages consist mainly of sherds which are rarely from primary deposits and as a
result sherds are often small and abraded. Consequently, depending on a PFP’s size and
location in relation to the edge of a sherd, it can be difficult to confidently identify
examples (Fulford and Timby 2001, 296). Moreover, as PFPs are more common on
decorated vessels, and as decorated vessels constitute between c.35-65% of cremation
cemetery assemblages but just ¢.5% of settlement assemblages (Blinkhorn 1997, 117,
Hirst and Clark 2009, 594-5; Leahy 2007a, 71; Richards 1987, 155), the chance of
identifying a PFP on a settlement site is further reduced.

In addition to the difficulties in identifying PFPs, both ethnographic and
archaeological studies demonstrate that broken pots are often not discarded, but are
employed in secondary activities (e.g. Arthur 2006, 102-20). The same was probably
true in the early Anglo-Saxon period and broken perforated vessels may have found
new lives. For example, given that the perforations would have already been made and
that most are in the base, the flattest, roundest, thickest, and heaviest part of the vessel,
after failure such pots would provide an ideal source of material for the manufacture of
spindle whorls. Encouragingly, in the report on West Stow, West (1985, Figures 39 and
124) illustrates two, thick, early Anglo-Saxon wall-sherds which were used in precisely
this way. It is impossible, however, to determine whether the holes existed before the
sherds were adapted for this secondary use.

Given the problems associated with identifying PFPs, we should consider
whether lead plugs, by proxy, offer a means of identification of PFPs on settlement
sites. However, the identification of such plugs is similarly problematic. For example,
Leahy (2007a, 82; 2007c) reports that fifteen plugs were found in urns from Cleatham,
however he records that just three of these were embedded in perforated vessels. A
similar situation is noted at Elsham, where of the seven lead plugs identified, just three
were embedded in perforations. The dislocated plugs were found amongst the cremated
remains and sherds of damaged urns and the PFPs from which they originated were

unidentifiable. One has to question, therefore, whether these pieces of lead would have
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been interpreted as plugs had they not been associated with a cremation urn.
Undeniably, when they are removed from the vessel they appear as non-descript lumps
of lead (Figure 2.24). Thus, when discovered on settlement sites, such plugs are likely

to be recorded as just that.

Adding further to the difficulties of identification of repair are those vessels
which may have been mended with materials other than lead. Magnus (1980, 276-282),
for example, has drawn attention to the repair of bucket-shaped pots in fourth- to sixth-
century Norway and, in particular, she reports on holes which have been fixed by the
insertion of clay. The present author has previously drawn attention to a ‘pottery plug’
found in the fill of a sunken-featured building at West Stow which, judging from its
morphology and dimensions, would have fitted almost perfectly into a typical PFP
(Figure 2.24; Perry 2012). It was proposed that this might indicate that the same mode
of reparation was in use in early Anglo-Saxon England. Since the publication of that
article, this suggestion has been proved correct; indeed, clay was used to repair a hole in
the base of Elsham urn EL76GJ (Figure 2.25). Such fixes would undoubtedly be
plagued by problems associated with the shrinkage properties of clay; however this
would only be of concern if the repaired pot was required to hold liquid. In a similar
vein, Kinsley (1989, 27) has suggested that unplugged perforations from urns at
Millgate (Newark-on-Trent, Nottinghamshire) may have been ‘sealed with some
perishable material now disappeared’. Presumably, wood, cloth, leather and wax would
all at some level serve as functional repairs. Concurrently, Pefia (2007, 214) provides a
number of textual Roman sources which describe the preparation of putty-like
substances used in the repair of damaged pottery, the main ingredients of which were
beeswax and pine resin. In summary, there is ample evidence to suggest that the use and
repair of PFPs may have been taking place at settlement sites, but in combination, the

above-mentioned factors essentially eradicate their archaeological visibility.
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Figure 2.24: Left, a ‘pottery plug’ from West Stow (redrawn from West 1985,
Figure 50.10.), and right, a lead plug recovered from Cleatham urn 458 (redrawn
from Leahy 2007c ).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 2.25: Elsham urn EL76GJ. The post-firing perforation in the base of this urn
has been repaired by pressing wet clay into the hole and then re-firing the vessel
(internal view, left; external view, right). Despite the fact that the urn has broken

and has been subject to post-excavation restoration, the circular shape of the original

post-firing hole is preserved in the clay plug (right).

Repair, Reuse and Burial

In light of the evidence discussed above — which demonstrates that post firing
perforations can be entirely functional and can serve a domestic purpose — there is
potential that the lead plugs were also functional, in that they were an attempt to ‘repair’
a perforated vessel. Yet, if the intention was to separate solids from liquids, we must ask
why the hole was subsequently plugged. One possible explanation is that role of the pot
changed and that the perforation was not necessary for the activities in which it was
newly employed. This may have happened as a result of a newer vessel being made

available, or alternatively the perforated pot may no longer have been able to fulfil its
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duties. Indeed, the low-fired porous nature of this pottery may have resulted in the
absorption, retention and subsequent decay of previous contents. This was certainly the
case in the Hebrides where the putrefaction of absorbed residues made it nearly
impossible to produce sweet milk in much-used craggans (Cheape 1988, 22-3).
Perhaps, if this happened with Anglo-Saxon vessels, rather than dispose of the pot the
decision may have been made to plug the perforation and employ it in the storage of dry
goods, for example. This would certainly explain why some PFPs in the cemeteries are
plugged whilst others remain open; the lead plugs would therefore represent domestic

reparations preserved in a funerary context.

Alternatively the choice to plug a vessel may have been made on account of the
desire to send a ‘complete’ urn to the grave. As Williams (2004b, 277, 282) discusses,
the collection and deposition of cremated remains in a ceramic vessel may be
considered as a symbolic representation of the deceased, a ‘second body’, with the pot
acting as a ‘metaphorical skin’. It is certainly possible that there was a desire to create a
sealed vessel that would ensure that the remains stayed together and remained separate
from the surrounding earth. Indeed, as McKinley (1994, 103) notes, some urns do have
ceramic lids, whilst others may have had lids of skin, textile, or wood. If the intention
was to create a sealed whole then we must again consider why some pots are plugged
whilst others appear to have remained open. This may simply have been a consequence
of material choice or availability; indeed, as discussed, other holes may have been

plugged with perishable materials such as wood, leather, cloth or wax.
Conclusion

This chapter has demonstrated that the existing arguments for both specialist
manufacture of Anglo-Saxon cremation urns and re-use of domestic vessels are based
on what can only be described as an abundance of circumstantial evidence, and that
neither theory allows us to identify — or at least suggest — pre-burial origins for any
more than ¢.3% of cremation urns. By taking a use-alteration approach to the study of
urns from the cemeteries of Cleatham and Elsham it has been demonstrated that there is
a plethora of data which is often overlooked, but which allows us to identify instances
of pre-burial use and suggest pre-burial functions for each individual vessel. It has been
shown that by taking such an approach 71% of both the complete Cleatham and Elsham
urns (n=116 and n=95, respectively) showed signs of pre-burial use. Moreover, 31% of
the Cleatham urns and 22% of the Elsham urns appear to have been used in processes
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involving fermentation, whilst the distribution of attrition demonstrates that a vessel’s
decoration was directly linked to its pre-burial function. There is every possibility,
therefore, that these cremation urns were not manufactured for the funeral, but that they
originated from the domestic sphere. This suggestion is supported by the fact that the
same range of use-alteration characteristics was noted on pottery from the 80 non-
funerary finds sites. It is possible, then, that it was an urn’s previous domestic function
which dictated whether it was suitable for use as a cinerary urn, or, indeed, suitable for a

particular individual.

In light of this evidence the often noted practice of boring holes in the bases and
lower walls of cremation urns after they have been fired, and subsequently plugging
them with lead, has been re-examined. A review of the previous interpretations of this
practice demonstrates that interpretations are largely contradictory and unsubstantiated.
By considering earlier and later historical and archaeological examples it has been
shown that perforation of vessels after firing, and their subsequent plugging, is not a
custom peculiar to the early Anglo-Saxon period; indeed, both practices belong to a
seemingly unbroken tradition that can be traced back to at least the middle Iron Age.
Moreover, historical records demonstrate that these perforations can be entirely
functional in nature, with most accounts revealing that they were a means by which to
separate solids from liquids, particularly in processes involving fermentation. Although
there is no literary evidence for the production and consumption of these fermented
products in the early Anglo-Saxon period, there is a wealth of data available in Roman
and middle and later Anglo-Saxon sources which suggests that these fermented
foodstuffs may have been produced in this period. More importantly, however, the
manifestation of fermentational attrition on the interiors of urns from Cleatham and
Elsham reveals that that this attrition is more common on perforated vessels than on the
rest of the assemblage of complete vessels. There is a significant potential, then, that
perforated urns may have taken part in food and drink processing activities prior to their
burial and perhaps it was their inclusion in these activities which merited their use as

cremation urns.

It has also been demonstrated that the practice of sealing perforations with lead
can be explained in terms of modes of repair, changes of function, or a desire to send a
‘complete’ vessel to the grave. Although perforated and plugged vessels are extremely
rare on settlement sites, their paucity can be explained in terms of context of deposition,

taphonomic processes and practices of reuse and repair. Finally, although it is
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acknowledged that the results presented here derive from a just two cemeteries, both of
which are in close proximity to each another, the fact that the same forms of attrition are
seen on urns from the cemetery at Millgate (Newark-on-Trent) (Kinsley 1989) and at
the settlement site of Mucking (Hamerow 1993) makes it is clear that this phenomenon
is not region specific. There is every possibility, then, that the same practices will be
observable on urns recovered from other cemeteries throughout early Anglo-Saxon
England. Nonetheless, other cemeteries outside North Lincolnshire must undergo use-
alteration analysis in order that the pre-burial function of cremation urns can be better

understood.
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Chapter 3
Functional Forms?
Introduction

In the previous chapter the results of a programme of use-alteration analysis of pottery
recovered from the cemeteries of Cleatham and Elsham and the 80 non-funerary find
sites were presented. These results demonstrated that early Anglo-Saxon cremation
urns took part in domestic activities before their burial and, in particular, the evidence
suggests that decorated urns were involved in the production and consumption of
fermented produce. As a consequence of these results we can no longer view ceramic
assemblages recovered from early Anglo-Saxon cremation cemeteries as simply
funerary in nature; rather, they must be considered as domestic assemblages preserved
in a funerary context. These findings are at odds with previous authors’ interpretations
of cremation urns; indeed, most believe that urns were produced especially for the
funeral (for example Laing and Laing 1979; Leahy 2007a; Richards 1987; Wilson
1965). It is not surprising, then, that scholars have previously failed to investigate how
the forms of urns might relate to their pre-burial functions. Given the evidence we now
have for pre-burial use, we cannot ignore the possibility that specific forms were related
to pre-burial functions. It is the intention of this chapter to consider the form of

cremation urns in the context of pre-burial use.

The chapter begins with a review of previous approaches to the study of Anglo-
Saxon vessel form, revealing that these studies have little or no theoretical grounding
and place too much emphasis on single attributes. It will also be shown that there is no
evidence to suggest that any of the form ‘types’ previously identified by analysts had
any relevance to the people who created and used the pottery. Through a range of
ethnographic examples, consideration is given to how modern pre-industrial pottery-
producing and -using societies classify their pottery and the cognitive decisions that
they make in identifying and naming types. The review demonstrates that their
classifications are generally based on function, but that perceptions of proportion, in
particular ratios of width-to-height and orifice diameter-to-maximum diameter, are of
major concern when distinguishing between vessel types. With this review in mind a
new typology of Anglo-Saxon vessel form is developed and presented. The chapter

concludes by considering the properties of form alongside use-alteration evidence and
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identifies possible roles that certain vessel forms might have fulfilled in the production

and consumption of fermented produce.
‘Form’ the Beginning

Like almost any study of Anglo-Saxon pottery, a review of form must begin with the
work of J.N.L. Myres (1969; 1977). Much of Myres’s work was concerned with the
potential that pottery offered for supporting the Germanic invasion hypothesis; indeed,
his primary aim was to draw decorative parallels with continental vessels, plot the
distribution of these types throughout England, and thereby chart the progress of
incoming ethnic groups (see below, Leahy 2007a and Richards 1987). Unlike his
German counterparts, who had used form as the primary indicator of vessel date, Myres
(1969, 24) argued against this approach, suggesting that it could ‘prove fatal’ to any
attempt to classify the pottery produced in fifth- and sixth-century England. The
assumptions on which he justified these claims, however, prove equally fatal to attempts
to understand this pottery. He argued, for example, that the migrant potters ‘were a
chance assortment of uprooted amateurs” who would be ‘unlikely to maintain a
typological exactitude of form’, and who applied decoration ‘to any shape that might
emerge from their unskilled efforts’ (Myres 1969, 22-5). Furthermore, he believed that
whilst the development of decoration could be traced throughout the fifth and sixth
centuries, it would be foolish to expect potters to produce ‘clear-cut ... well-defined
ceramic types’ that developed in an ‘intelligible sequence of evolving forms’ (Myres
1969, 22-25). Yet, as Richards (1987, 26) highlights, it is unclear why crossing the
Channel should render the potters incapable of producing particular vessel types, or why
form should stagnate whilst decoration flourished. Despite this dismissive attitude,
consultation of Myres’s (1977) Corpus reveals that he did in fact attempt to place each
of the vessels into one of a number of morphological groups and it is worth considering

how these groups were developed and used to classify pottery.

Given that decoration lay at the heart of Myres’s taxonomy, the classification of
undecorated pottery obviously posed a problem for him and, in the absence of
decoration, he turned to form as a means of classification. It was in the second chapter
of his 1969 volume Anglo-Saxon Pottery and the Settlement of England that he
developed a typology and used it to classify the undecorated pottery. All subsequent
grouping of decorated pottery was undertaken according to these types. Based on
parallels drawn between English and continental pottery, Myres organised and dated the
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undecorated pots into the following types: biconical urns (fifth-century), hollow-necked
urns (described as ‘early’), sub-biconical urns (thought to have a ‘long life”), shouldered
urns (¢.AD 500), bowls (considered ‘early’), globular vessels (fifth- and early sixth-
century), and low-bulbous forms (mid to late seventh-century) (Myres 1969, 25-8).
Being founded entirely upon morphology, this approach is obviously at complete odds
with his primary system of classifying and dating, clearly contradicting his statement
that it would be unlikely that there would be a ‘sequence of evolving forms’ (Myres
1969, 22-5).

The development of this classification proved difficult for Myres (1977, 1-2),
indeed he reported that there were an ‘infinite series of shapes’ and that ‘each of the
main [form] groups merge imperceptibly into others” and as a consequence, many urns
could easily be placed into more than one of his groups. For example, he classified urn
3258 as a sub-biconical urn with an everted rim, but 1403 as a shouldered urn with
hollow neck and everted rim (Figure 3.1) (Myres 1977, Figure 94, urn 3258 and Figure
98 urn 1403). As these urns are of entirely the same shape, one is left wondering where
sub-biconical urns end and shouldered urns begin. These problems say more about
Myres’s categorisation than the pottery itself and the lack of clarity in his taxonomy,
which is the cause of such problems, can be readily demonstrated: biconical urns are
said to have a ‘less pronounced carination at or not far away from the mid-point of the
profile’, whilst hollow necked urns should be seen as a ‘variety of the biconical type’,
and sub-biconicals ‘derive’ from the biconical and hollow necked types (Myres 1969,
25-8). Consequently, in the absence of a well defined system the whole approach
becomes highly subjective and subsequent analysts are left to decide for themselves
what might, for example, constitute a ‘typical’ sub-biconical urn (Richards 1987, 27).

Further critiques of Myres’s methodology have revealed that he placed too much
emphasis on individual attributes. Indeed, Dickinson (1978, 333) demonstrates that he
grouped together vessels that — but for the fact that they all possess foot-rings — bear
absolutely no resemblance to one another. It is argued here that this is not an isolated
instance, but that his whole typology of form placed too much emphasis on a single
attribute — the shape and position of a vessel’s shoulder. For example, consider urn 632
(Figure 3.2), a “biconical urn with wide mouth and everted rim’ and compare it to urns
3402 and 2319, a ‘sub-biconical urn with tall narrow neck and everted rim’, and a
‘biconical urn with narrow neck and everted rim”’ (Myres 1977, 192-4, 211, Figures 128

and 151, emphasis added). Although 632 and 2319 both have ‘biconical’ profiles, it is
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quite clear that 2319 has more in common with 3402 than it does 632, its biconical

counterpart.

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic
media

Figure 3.1: Urns from Myres’ Corpus, numbers 1403 and 3258, both
from Loveden Hill, Lincolnshire. In the lower image, the urns have
been scaled to the same size and superimposed on one another. This
clearly demonstrates that whilst being of slightly different sizes, these
urns are exactly the same shape, yet Myres describes 1403 as being
‘shouldered’, with a hollow neck, and 3258 as being ‘sub-biconical’
(Myres 1977, Figures 94 and 98).
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Figure 3.2: Urns 632, 2319 and 3402 from Myres’s Corpus. Myres
describes 2319 as a ‘sub-biconical urn with tall narrow neck and
everted rim’, 3402 as a ‘sub-biconical urn with tall narrow neck and
everted rim’ and 2319 a ‘biconical urn with narrow neck and everted
rim’ (emphasis added) (Myres 1977, 192-4, 211, Figures 128 and 151).

In contrast to Myres’s largely intuitive approach, Fennel (1964) and Hills (1976,
cited in Richards 1987, 30) attempted to provide a classification based on well-defined
criteria and measurable attributes. Fennel (1964, 225), for example, records that
‘[t]lerms such as “globular”, “biconical”, “wide-mouthed”, “baggy”, and “bowls” are
used, seldom with any definition of what these terms really mean ... [and that these]
need objective definition if they are to be universally valid’. Consequently, he reports
that a vessel should be classified as biconical ‘when the change of diameter is at about
the mid point of the height’, shouldered, ‘when the change of direction is above the mid
point of the height, or baggy, when the ‘main diameter [is] below the mid point of the
height” (Fennel 1964, 225-7, 263-7). He adds weight to this classification by using
Shepard’s (1956) morphological ratios to describe vessel profile. Indeed, from a range
of measurements he determined the mean ‘mouth’ and ‘height’ ratios (ratio of mouth
diameter to maximum diameter of the vessel and the ratio of height to maximum

diameter, respectively) of plain, linearly, and stamp decorated pottery, then used these
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means to define the ‘typical’ types. A ‘jar’, for example, is a vessel with a height ratio
of 0.9 or above, whilst a ‘tall vase’ has a height ratio greater than 1.1. A ‘wide-mouthed
bowl’ is vessel with a height ratio less than or equal to 0.8 and a mouth ratio greater
than or equal to 0.7 (Fennel 1964, 225-7, 263-7).

Fennel’s approach to this material is clearly more rigorous than that of Myres’,
but it is not without its problems. For example, Fennel categorises vessels as ‘globular’
whilst never actually defining what this means and he also makes use of defining ‘cut-
oft” values without critical appraisal. Indeed, Loveden Hill urns A9/249 and 26 are
clearly not the same form, yet according to Fennel, and his ratios, both are ‘bowls with
standard mouths’ (Figure 3.3) (Fennel 1964, 302, Figure L.9). As Rice (2005, 216)
notes, such problems are a common occurrence in the classification of vessel form when
definitions are applied rigidly. Despite these problems, Fennel’s results suggest some
interesting relationships, such as links between form and the presence and type of
decoration (Fennel 1964, 267, 294). Unfortunately, this avenue of research was not
pursued and the remainder of his thesis proceeds a la Myres, with the drawing of
continental parallels, application of dates and charting of the progress of the Anglo-

Saxon settlement in southern Lincolnshire.

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 3.3: Urns 26 (top) and A9/249 (bottom) from Loveden Hill (Lincolnshire).
According to Fennel, these urns are both ‘bowls with standard mouths’ (redrawn
from Fennel 1964, Figure L9).
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In common with Fennel,Catherine Hills, in her doctoral study of urns from
Spong Hill, attempted to classify urns according to measurable characteristics (Hills
1976, cited in Richards 1987, 30). For example, if an urn’s maximum diameter is
approximately half the maximum height and its height is less than or equal to the
maximum diameter, then she suggested that it should be classified as a ‘normal’ urn.
Similarly, if a vessel’s maximum diameter is above its mid-height then the vessel is said
to be ‘shouldered’, but if it is below it was said to be ‘baggy’ (Hills 1976, cited in
Richards 1987, 30). Clearly, both Hills and Fennel were using the nomenclature and
typology developed by Myres, but they provided future analysts with a means to
classify according to defined attributes. Nevertheless, one must still ask to what end do
these systems have significance? Indeed, as Rice (2005, 284) notes, archaeological
types should reproduce as closely as possible the folk classifications, that is the
classificatory system employed by the people that created and used the pottery. Yet, the
categorisations of Myres, Hills and Fennel were constructed entirely by the analysts
themselves, with no evidence to suggest that their classifications had any relevance to
the Anglo-Saxon society that created and used the pots. For example, was it more
important to an Anglo-Saxon individual when they were selecting a pot for a particular
use that urns 2319 and 632 have biconical profiles (Figure 3.2), or that urn 2319 is more
alike in overall form to urn 3402?

Perhaps the most rigorous and enlightening studies of Anglo-Saxon vessel form
were those undertaken by Richards (1982; 1987). Unlike previous approaches to
morphology, rather than attempt to (re)define Myres’s types, or force vessels into
groupings, he used statistical methods to investigate the relationship between both form
and decoration of cremation urns and also form and the individual that the urn
contained. Using Principal Component Analysis (PCA) he studied 100 vessels from
Spong Hill and 68 from Mucking, identifying three morphological ratios which
accounted for 93% of the variability in form (for a full discussion of the PCA approach
to morphological study, see Richards 1982). He reported that Ratio 1, the ‘width ratio’
of a vessel, accounted for 79% of the variability in form and can be described as

follows:

Maximum diameter

Height

(Ratio 1)
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‘Wider’ vessels have a large ratio value, whilst narrow vessels have a smaller ratio
value (it should be noted here that this ratio is the mathematical reciprocal of Fennel’s
‘height’ ratio, thus, for Fennel, wider vessels are indicated by a low value). The second
most significant characteristic describes the ‘shoulderedness’ of a vessel. It accounts

for 9% of the variability and is expressed by Ratio 2:

Height of maximum diameter

Height
(Ratio 2)

‘Shouldered’ vessels have a large ratio value whilst those with a low value are said to be
‘baggy’. Finally, Ratio 3 describes the level of neck restriction and accounts for just 5%

of variability:

(Maximum diameter - Rim diameter)

(Height - Height of maximum diameter)
(Ratio 3)

Those vessels with a low Ratio 3 value are said to be ‘open mouthed’, whilst ‘restricted’
vessels have a higher value. Despite accounting for only 5% of the variability in vessel
form, it was this ratio which demonstrated ‘[t]he greatest number of significant
associations between particular shapes and other attributes of the cremation’ (Richards
1982, 36-44). It would appear, then, that the accessibility of a vessel was extremely
important in the selection of a vessel appropriate for the deceased. This is significant
because, although Fennel calculated a similar characteristic — the ‘mouth’ ratio — the
neck restriction has never been at the forefront of any studies of early Anglo-Saxon
vessel form, yet ethnographic studies demonstrate that it is often a major concern in

determining the functional suitability of a vessel (Rice 2005, 241; see below).

Through this ratio-based approach, Richards revealed that both the decoration of
cremation urns (like Fennel 1964, see above) and the ages and genders of the
individuals that they contained could be directly related to form. For example, diagonal
lines, or chevrons, occurred less frequently on urns with high shoulders (high Ratio 2),
but more commonly on low and mid-shouldered urns (low Ratio 2). Similarly,

curvilinear decoration occurred more commonly on wider vessels (high Ratio 1), whilst
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stamps were more common on narrower urns (low Ratio 1) (Richards 1982, 43-4).
Frequently, taller vessels were found to contain the remains of adults, yet children were
more commonly found in shorter vessels. Males were concentrated in vessels with
large maximum diameters, while women were found more frequently in vessels with

above average rim diameters (Richards 1987, 134-9).

More significant than the correlations identified between individual ratios and
particular styles of decoration, and/or the age and gender of the persons contained
within the vessels, were those relationships identified when ratio values and other
characteristics of vessel form were combined. For example, whilst infants and children
were buried in small pots (i.e. lacking in height), infants were distinguishable within
this group by being more commonly buried in open mouthed pots (low ratio 3). In
contrast, older adults were more commonly associated with narrow pots with restricted
necks (low Ratio 1 and high Ratio 3 value), whilst brooches, which are not associated
with any particular age or gender, are significantly linked to vessels with high shoulders
(irrespective of the actual vessel height). There appears, then, to be a direct relationship
between specific skeletal groups, grave goods and the overall vessel form (Richards
1987, 150-4). Unfortunately, Richards failed to provide visual examples of ‘typical’
types and future analysts are left to deduce for themselves how these ratios combine
into a visual representation of form. Nevertheless, such findings provide us with a
window on the Anglo-Saxon perception of vessel form and these findings are clearly at
odds with Myres’s suggestion that studies in vessel form would be ‘fatal’ in any

attempt to understand the pottery of the early Anglo-Saxons.

Finally, in this review of Anglo-Saxon urn form we must consider the work of
Kevin Leahy (2007a). Following on from Myres’s attempts at dating undecorated
vessels, Leahy considered whether form could be used as a chronological marker. After
calculating Richards’s ratios for each of the Cleatham urns that were ‘demonstrably
deposited at the same time’, Leahy concluded that these urns ‘were often of different
shapes’ and it is therefore unsafe to use vessel form in attempts to understand phasing
and chronology (Leahy 2007a, 73-4, emphasis added). This observation should not be
taken as defeat, indeed its significance extends far beyond studies of chronology and
can only be appreciated when one takes into consideration the pre-burial uses of
cremation urns and the fact that vessel form is often directly related to function (Rice
2005, 225-6, 241).
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The foregoing discussion focused on studies of funerary pottery, but given that
cremation urns appear to have been selected from a domestic context we must also
consider those studies which have examined the form of pottery recovered from
settlements. A brief review of published material reveals that detailed appraisals of
form are rarely undertaken and consequently any attempt at classifying the pottery from
settlements largely follows the naming developed by Myres (e.g.West 1985). There are
exceptions, however, and these are worth considering. Hamerow’s typology of the form
of pottery recovered from the settlement of Mucking was, in many ways, more robust
than those which have examined pottery from cemeteries. Using proportions such as
the ratio of height to rim diameter, as well as the profile and location of maximum
diameter, she developed a dendrogram of form that allowed hierarchical categorisation
of shape (Figure 3.4). Her dendrogram immediately divided pots into jar and bowl
forms, with bowls being defined as vessels with a rim diameter greater than their height,
and jars as those with a rim diameter less than the total height (Hamerow 1993, 40).
Jars were then categorised as biconical, globular, shouldered, straight-sided ovoid and
low bulbous, whilst bowls were split into simple and complex forms. Evidently the
names she used to describe shape were those developed by Myres (Hamerow 1993, 40),
but unlike Fennel and Hills, Hamerow did not attempt to define these terms rigidly (but
see below). Instead, examples of typical types were provided by reference to particular
vessels, the dendrogram, and the type-series summary; for example, globular jars were
described as ‘[r]estricted, usually necked, complex profile; max girth lies roughly at the
centre point; rim diameter min 57 [mm], max 360 [mm], average 151 [mm]’ (Hamerow

1993, 40-1).

Although Hamerow’s outlines provided analysts with a clearer idea of what
constitutes a typical form-type, there are considerable problems with her classification.
She identified restricted vessels, for example, as those with an orifice diameter less than
the maximum diameter, whilst unrestricted vessels had an orifice diameter greater than
the maximum diameter. Confusion arises, however, as some vessels were described as
‘slightly restricted” (Hamerow 1993, 40). This could have been avoided if Richards’s
Ratio 3 or Fennel’s ‘mouth’ ratio had been considered, however it should be
acknowledged that their absence is probably due to the fragmentary nature of settlement
pottery, and the difficulty that this causes in obtaining accurate measurements that
would allow the calculation of ratios. Further problems can be seen by returning to the

globular jar outline presented above. With such a range of rim diameters one would
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expect that the smallest derive from smaller versions of the largest jars, yet as Figure 3.5
shows, this is not the case. Both pots meet the globular jar criteria, yet they are clearly
not the same form. The same failing has already been highlighted in Myres’s typology
(see above) and as Hamerow’s forms are based on those developed by Myres it is no
surprise to find the problem replicated here.

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 3.4: Hamerow’s dendrogram for classifying the form of pottery recovered
from the settlement of Mucking (Essex) (Hamerow 1993, Figure 24).
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Figure 3.5: Globular jars from the settlement of Mucking. Vessel 138.3 (right) is
described as a ‘globular jar with rounded base’, whilst 139.2 (left) is described as a
‘globular jar with exceptionally thin, even walls’ (Hamerow 1993 Figures 138.3
and 139.2). However, there are clearly significant differences in their forms. Also
note that the lower walls of 138.3 are internally pitted, indicating that it contained
lactic acid-fermented produce.

A further problem with Hamerow’s typology can be found in her over-defining
of biconical and carinated bowls. She expended considerable energy in attempting to
identify a mathematical indicator that differentiated between the two, concluding that if
the internal angle at the maximum diameter of a vessel is less than or equal to 120°,
then the vessel should be classified as carinated; biconical vessels, on the other hand are
said to have an angle greater than 120°. Yet, as Blinkhorn (1997, 121-2) explained,
analysis carried out by Hamerow to determine whether this 120° division had any
statistical significance revealed that there was no valid reason for using this divisor to
distinguish between the two categories. Despite this she continued to classify vessels as
one or the other and plot their spatial distributions across the settlement site (Hamerow
1993, 40-4).

Summary

As this review reveals, almost all approaches to the form of Anglo-Saxon pottery begin
by classifying the position and shape of the shoulder, with the rims, necks and bases
being seen as secondary characteristics. Such an approach is extremely detrimental to
our understanding of form as it places considerable weight on a single characteristic,
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detracting from the importance of overall vessel form. Moreover, these shapes are
often very loosely or over defined and despite continual criticism of Myres’s
methodology, analysts repeatedly base their form types on those that he developed.
Accordingly, typologies often suffer from the same problems inherent in Myres’s
taxonomy. It is unsurprising, therefore, to find that the most enlightening analyses of
form are those undertaken by Richards (1982; 1987) who did not attempt to recycle
Myres’s typology, but started from scratch, allowing measurements and morphological
ratios to direct his research. This is a particularly significant observation, as
ethnographic studies demonstrate that it is often the combination of these ratios which
guide a person’s perception of a ‘typical’ vessel type (see Rice 2005, 280 and especially
Kempton 1981; discussed further below). Unfortunately, Richards did not show how
these ratios combine to form typical types and we are still, therefore, ignorant of the

overall categories that exist.

Clearly a new approach to the study of Anglo-Saxon vessel form is needed and
it is the aim of this chapter to develop and interpret a new taxonomy in light of the
specialist processes suggested by the use-alteration analysis presented in Chapter 2.
The following section considers a range of ethnographic studies that have specifically
explored the ways in which pottery producers and users categorise and classify their
own pottery, demonstrating that the features that have dominated the study of Anglo-
Saxon vessel form are often secondary concerns that can be described as local and
regional variants of much wider themes. In particular the chapter focuses on the

cognitive decisions that pottery producers and users make when distinguishing between

types.

Form: through the eyes of the living

Figure 3.6 shows six water jars produced by six potter communities in six villages in the
Luo region of Kenya (Herbich 1987, Figure 2). If a Myres-based system was used to
classify these vessels, with the emphasis being placed on whether vessels are rounded,
biconical or shouldered, we immediately see that this would ignore their common
features, divorcing them from one another and from their intended uses. For example,
vessels 1-4 all have similar heights and widths, all have restricted necks and all would
be classified as globular by Myres. Moving on to vessels 5 and 6, although they both
have restricted necks and are of similar height and width, they would be identified as
rounded (vessel 5) and shouldered (vessel 6). Thus, despite the fact that they have
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exactly the same function, similar rims, necks and overall volumes, a Myres-based
system would classify these six vessels as three different types. Such variation is not
restricted to the Luo’s water pots; indeed, the Luo produce thirteen distinct vessel types,
and whilst no community makes all thirteen (they usually make about nine), each
functional type that is made by multiple communities varies slightly from community to
community (for example, beer drinking pots, Figure 3.7). Ingrid Herbich (1987, 195-6)
terms these localised variations ‘micro-styles’. She stresses that these micro-styles
should not be seen as adaptations of a ‘common ideal form’; rather, they are ‘the result
of different local conceptual traditions’, which develop out of the learning patterns,
motor habits, social relationships and habitus of the potters who produce them and the
consumers who use them (Dietler and Herbich 1989; 1994, 464; Herbich 1987, 195-6;).
As the following discussion demonstrates, micro-style variation is not a phenomenon

restricted to the Luo.

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 3.6: Water storage jars produced by six different potter communities in the
Luo district of Kenya. Despite all serving the same function, a Myres-based
classification of these vessels would categorise then as globular (1-4), rounded (5)
and shouldered (6) (Dietler and Herbich 1998, Figure 10.2).
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Figure 3.7: Beer drinking pots produced by two different potter communities in the
Luo district of Kenya. Despite the slight differences in form these two types of
vessel are used in exactly the same way and in the same social context (Dietler and
Herbich 1989, Figure 3).

Before 1980, the potters of the Kalinga village of Dalupa (Philippines) (Figure
3.8) manufactured globular water jars, whilst potters in the nearby village of Bontoc
manufactured vessels with a shoulder. After coming into contact with Bontoc potters,
the Dalupa began to make water jars with shoulders. Although this new form was given
its own name, Binontoc, in the eyes of the Dalupa it was exactly the same type of pot.
At about the same time the Dalupa potters also changed their style of cooking vessel
from one with a rounded profile to one with a carination; this was introduced after
contact with potters from the Tanudan River, c.14km away (Figure 3.8) (Stark 1999, 39-
40, Figures 3.4 and 3.5). Again, but for their slightly differing profiles, these vessels are
exactly the same type of pot. Had they been studied in the way that early Anglo-Saxon
pottery has been studied, then the water jars would be divided in to globular and
shouldered forms, whilst the cooking pots would be separated into globular and
carinated. We would therefore be considering three different types, when in fact there

are only two functional classes.

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 3.8: Pottery produced by Kalinga of the Philippines. Right, globular and

shouldered water jars produced by potters from the village of Dalupa. Left, the

shapes of cooking pots produced by Kalinga potters living in villages around the
Chico River (Stark 1999, Figures 3.4 and 3.5).
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A similar situation is observed by considering tinaja from Guatemala. All tinaja
follow the same basic form, having large volume bodies, restricted necks, slightly
flaring rims, and two or three handles, and all fulfil exactly the same function — carrying
water (Figure 3.9) (Reina and Hill 1978, Map 10). Again, a Myres-based analysis
would not classify these vessels by their common attributes but by the fact that they are
shouldered, globular and rounded. Similarly, potters on the islands of Wari, Tubetube
and Bonabona, in the Milne Bay Province of Papua New Guinea, all produce a general
cooking pot known as a gulewa. The Tubetube and Bonabona gulewa are shouldered,
whilst the Wali gulewa have a smooth hemispherical profile (May and Tukson 2000,
82-87, 99-101). But for the contour of the shoulder, these pots are all of the general size
and shape and all serve the same function. Once more a Myresian analysis would
categorise these vessel as two separate types rather than micro-style variants of the same
form (Figure 3.11). Finally, micro-style variation is observable in the profile of kunda,
a type of water jar produced by the Dangwara potters in the Malwa area of India and in
the Udaipur in Rajestan. Although both group’s kunda serve the same function, the
former’s have a curved profile whilst the latter’s are straight sided (Miller 1985, 61-2).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 3.9: Differences in the forms of tinaja produced by potters living in different
areas of Guatemala. All tinaja follow the same basic form, having large volume
bodies, restricted necks, slightly flaring rims, and two or three handles. All fulfil

exactly the same function — carrying water (Reina and Hill 1978, Map 10).
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Figure 3.11: Cooking pots (gulewa) produced in the Milne Bay Province of Papua
New Guinea. Gulewa produced by potters living on the islands of Tubetube and
Bonabona are shouldered (top), whilst those produced by potters living on the island
of Wali have a smooth hemispherical profile (bottom) (May and Tukson 2000, 82-
87, 99-101, Figures 4.27 and 4.56).

The above examples demonstrate that, by classifying according to the shape and
position of the shoulder, vessels with exactly the same function are repeatedly divorced
from one another, whilst others with completely different functions might be drawn
together. For example, the Dalupa’s water jars would be placed alongside their cooking
pots on account of their globular profiles. Reconsidering early Anglo-Saxon pottery in
light of the evidence presented, then, suggests that although Myres saw urns 2319,
3402, 632 and 1571 (Figures 3.2 and 3.12) as three different forms, ‘sub-biconical’,
‘biconical’ and ‘shouldered’, what we actually have is just two forms, one with a wide
mouth (low ratio 3) and a width considerably greater than the height (large Ratio 1)
(632 and 1571) and the other with a narrow restricted neck (high Ratio 3 value), where
the width and height are approximately equal (i.e Ratio 1 =1.0) (2319 and 3402). That
they are shouldered, biconical or sub-biconical is of secondary concern; this is purely

micro-style variation.
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Figure 3.12: Example of a ‘shouldered’ cremation urn illustrated in Myres’s
Corpus (Myres 1977, Figure 208).

Support for the idea of micro-style variation in Anglo-Saxon England is
provided by Blinkhorn’s (1997) study of lugged cooking vessels, a rare but almost
universal find on sites in England and on the continent. Lugs allow pots to be
suspended above a fire, and they may be applied on or just above the shoulder of the
vessel, or pierced through the wall just below the rim; further variation may include an
applied footring. Blinkhorn (1997, 123) argues that neither lug type is functionally
more efficient than the other, nor do footrings offer any advantage over their un-footed
counterparts (in fact, the addition of the extra clay which forms the footring actually
increases the chance of breakage by thermal shock). As footed vessels with lugs are
found on sites throughout the ‘Germanic homelands’ but are rarer in the ‘Jutish’ areas,
he proposes that these variants are the product of the habitus of different societies
(Blinkhorn 1997, 123). That is to say, those peoples living in most areas of the
‘Germanic homelands’ were making vessels with footrings because that was the way
that they had learned to make them. They did not question whether a footring should be
applied or not as the process of learning and manufacture had instilled in them a set of
learned dispositions which ensured that the application of a footring was an
unquestioned, unconscious, habitual process. In contrast, the learning patterns, motor
habits, and social relationships of the potters in the ‘Jutish’ regions ensured that they did
not produce vessels with footrings. In essence, like the ethnographic cases presented
above, the presence/absence of footrings or the position and form of a suspension lugs
are micro-style variants that result from societies’ different conceptual traditions of how

a pot should be made.
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A common theme running through the ethnographic examples discussed above
Is that micro-styles correlate with social groupings and geographical areas. That is not
to say that people are manipulating form as a means by which to overtly express social
identity; rather, as was discussed previously, these differences in form are ‘the result of
... local conceptual traditions’, which develop out of the learning patterns, motor habits,
social relationships and habitus of the potters who produce them and the consumers
who use them (Herbich 1987, 195-6). As the Dalupa case demonstrates, these micro-
styles are not static, but dynamic, being influenced by cultural contact and social
interactions (see also Dietler and Herbich 1998 for assimilation and development of
style amongst the Luo). These points are particularly salient for our study of Anglo-
Saxon cremation urns. Indeed, as the cemeteries under study are essentially centralised
depositories, bringing together pottery from a number of settlements, they are a physical
record of the micro-styles that were introduced, existed and evolved through the

interaction of peoples during the fifth and sixth centuries.

Methods for classifying the form of early Anglo-Saxon pottery clearly require a
critical overhaul. Crucially, if we are to fully understand the form of this pottery, we
must begin by producing a typology that is not centred on the contour and position of
the shoulder. As Kluchohn (1960, cited in Rice 2005, 276) explains, in order for a
typology to be regarded as more than just another set of groupings it must be
theoretically based, with all of the analyst’s types reflecting as closely as possible the
ideas that the potters had in their minds when they made their vessels. Of course, we
cannot ask Anglo-Saxon potters how their pots were classified, but we can begin to
understand how they might have done this by considering how pots are classified
ethnographically, specifically the naming systems, or folk classifications, employed by
non-industrial pottery-producing and -using communities (Rice 2005, 277-82).
Prudence Rice (2005, Chapter 9) has examined in detail how archaeological approaches
to typology compare to the folk classification employed by non-industrial societies. She
considered an extensive body of ethnographic data to explain how pottery producers and
users classify their vessels and as such the following case-studies and arguments are

largely an elaboration on Rice.
The Folk Classification of Ceramics

One of the most striking features of cross-cultural surveys of pottery naming is that
users and makers assign names to vessels according to intended use (Rice 2005, 278;
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Longacre 1981, 53). For example, Table 3.1 shows the names employed by the Kalinga
(Philippines) for a range of domestic pots. While there is some overlap between
different sizes, names are largely confined to the intended use; for instance, three sizes
of vegetable/meat cooking pot may all be known as oppaya, whereas the three sizes of
rice pot may all be termed ittoyom (Longacre 1981, 53-4). Although the different sizes
of water jar are given separate names which qualify their size, again this distinction is
seen to relate to function; the smaller of the two is used to teach young girls to carry
water. A similar situation can be seen in naming system employed by the Diola of
Senegal; here three sizes of cooking pot are all known by the name ebiregali, whilst,
despite sharing the same globular shape, the three sizes of water jar each have different
functions and are consequently given different names (Figure 3.13) (Linares de Sapir
1969, 8).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 3.13: Water jars produced by the Diola of Senegal. Each of the three sizes of
vessel fulfils a different function. The smallest is known as an erumbai and is used
for pouring liquids, the medium vessel is used for carrying water and is called an
efagei, whilst the largest is known as a kubikek and is used for storing water (Linares
de Sapir 1969, 8).

The Manumanu of Papua New Guinea produce four types of pot: the uro, a
wide-mouthed, spherical cooking pot measuring ¢.10-16 inches in diameter; the hodu, a
narrow-necked, spherical water vessel, c.12-18 inches in diameter; the nau, a circular,
shallow, open dish ranging from c.12-20 inches in diameter, and the sago storing tohe, a
large open-mouthed spherical pot of exactly the same form as the uro but several times
larger (Groves 1960, 10). Once more we see that a range of vessel sizes may be given
the same name and that classification is based primarily on function. Function is again
at the heart of the folk classification of the pottery in the Kathmandu Valley (Nepal).
Indeed, despite being produced in a range of sizes, all cooking pots share the same name
(handi), pickle jars are all known as acharkuli, regardless of their shape or size, whilst
anti is given to a multitude of vessels used to pouring small amounts of liquid such as
water or wine (Birmingham 1975, 384). Finally, size qualifiers are seen to be attached
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to vessels produced by the Shipibo-Conibo (Peru), but again the root of the
classification is the function (DeBoer and Lathrap 1979, 105-10).

Use Small size for Regular, for Large size | Very large
one or two four to six
people people
Rice cooking Ogoatit Ittoyom Lallangan
Ittoyom Ittoyum
Vegetable/meat | Oggatit Oppaya Lallangan Challay
cooking Oppaya (oggan)
Oppaya
Water jar Im-immosso (used | Immosso
by young girls to
learn to carry
water on their
heads
Wine jar Volnay (small, globular shape) Amuto
(conical in
shape)

Table 3.1: The naming system of pottery employed by the Kalinga of the Phillipines
(after Longacre 1981, Table 2.1).

As these examples demonstrate, the features that Anglo-Saxon archaeologists
tend to focus on as a means to classify pottery, such as body contour, are not at the
centre of the folk classificatory systems. Given the need for a new taxonomy of Anglo-
Saxon vessel form, we may look on this with dismay and wonder how we are ever to
produce a classificatory system close to that of the Anglo-Saxons themselves. Yet, as
Rice (2005, 279) notes, the situation is not a bleak as it may at first appear; indeed,
although detailed studies of ethnotaxonomy are rare, those that have been undertaken do
suggest that classifications are reproducible without prior knowledge of vessel function,
the producers, or their mode of organisation. Specifically, these groupings may
correlate with ‘precise measurements or ratios of vessel sizes and proportions’ (Rice
2005, 279).

In his ethnographic study of the of the classificatory system employed by pottery
producers and users in the State of Mexico, Willet Kempton (1981) revealed that
although function was used to describe types, ratios were an extremely significant
concern in the delimitation and determination of particular functional classes. Kempton
found that if informants were asked to provide verbal definitions of specific functional
types, they were either reluctant to do so, or rather they were unable to articulate what

made an olla an olla, for example, or a jarro a jarro. Instead, they preferred to present
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him with typical examples taken from their own home or sketch one out. If verbal
definitions were attempted these were inevitably related to function or the presence of
added functional elements such as spouts or handles (Kempton 1981, 35-7). For
example, according to informants the only difference between a jarra (pouring vessel)
and a jarro (drinking vessel) is that a jarra possesses a spout but a jarro does not
(Kempton 1981, 36-9). However, when a particular informant was presented with a
range of spouted and un-spouted vessels she categorised one as a ‘jarro with a spout’.
When questioned about this inconsistency she revealed that it was too fat to be a jarra.
This ‘fatness’, or ‘width-to-height ratio’, requirement was never mentioned by any of
his informants, but it was found to be pivotal in their classification of all vessel forms.
For example, both olla and florero (cooking pots and vases, respectively) may have two
handles or none at all, yet his informants distinguished between the two on account of
their width-to-height ratio; ‘thinner’ vessels are considered to be florero, whilst olla are
much ‘fatter’ (Figure 3.14) (Kempton 1981, 43-9, 77-81).

Longacre (1981, 54) investigated the significance of vessel ratios further and
actually calculated characteristic values that distinguish between types. As discussed,
the native classification of Kalinga vessels is primarily based upon intended use (Table
3.1). Longacre suggested that, as there are a range of shapes and sizes among the
different types, as well as other features that are related to the functional class, it might
be possible for a non-Kalinga to ‘discover’ the native types without prior knowledge of
their indigenous systems. For example, their rice cooking pots tend to be taller and
narrower than the meat/vegetable cooking pots and, as they are used with a cover, they
have a relatively restricted orifice and a slightly steeper and longer rim. Measurements
taken from a sample of 161 meat/vegetable and 107 rice cooking pots revealed that
meat/vegetable pots have an average height-to-width ratio of 0.78 whilst the rice pots
have an average ratio of 1.02. Similarly, the average rim angle for the rice cooking pot
is 48.2°, whilst the meat/vegetable pot is 44.0°. This led him to conclude that ‘[u]sing
metric data, one could indeed replicate the native system’ revealing ‘functionally

significant categories’ (Longacre 1981, 54, emphasis added).
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Figure 3.14: Sample results from Kempton’s investigations into the classification of

vessel form. A range of pictures of pots (top left) were presented to informants, who

were then asked to identify the types of vessels that they saw. Informants frequently

identified the ‘thinner’ vessels in columns 1 and 2 as florero (top right — note the

frequency contours), whilst the ‘fatter’ vessels, in rows C, D and E of columns 4, 5,

and 6, were most commonly identified as being olla. The ‘fatness’ or width-to-height
ratio is clearly a significant concern in distinguishing between types (Kempton 1981,

Figures 2.3, 3.9 and 3.10).
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Although Longacre demonstrates that it is possible to determine vessel types
mathematically, Kempton’s work reiterates the danger of applying definitions too
rigidly. Kempton’s study suggests that classifications are based upon a model of
prototypes and graded extensions. This model reveals that people identify objects by
means of typical or ideal types, but within their identifications there are extensions; that
is, objects which are not the ideal but by their attributes and dimensions are still
essentially jars and not bowls, for example, (Kempton 1981, 18-23; Rice 2005, 280). In
an attempt to determine prototypes and limits of these extensions Kempton showed his
informants 576 illustrations of vessels and asked them to name the types represented.
They were then asked to identify examples of each particular type, the ‘best’ examples
of that type (the prototype) and those vessels that are ‘more or less’ that type (the graded
extensions) (Figure 3.15). Significantly, he noted that although certain vessels were
more frequently identified, no particular example was universally recognised by his
informants as the ideal of that form. Moreover, the prototypes and boundaries of graded
extensions were seen to vary according to age, gender and social status (Kempton
1981).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 3.15: One informant’s ‘prototypes’ and ‘graded extensions’ of the jarro
vessel form. Those vessels within the solid line were identified as being jarro.
Those which are shaded black were considered the best examples of a jarro — the
‘prototypes’. Those within the dotted line were thought to be ‘more or less’ a jarro
and thus they are the ‘graded extensions’. Vessels outside of the dotted or solid lines
were identified as being other types (Kempton 1981, Figure 4.5).
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Like Kempton and Longacre, Labov’s (1973, 352-9) study of the naming of
types revealed the significance of the ratio of width-to-height but it also echoed the
danger of rigid classification. Labov showed students from two American universities a
range of vessels and asked them to name them. When shown cups with varying width-
to-height ratios (Labov calls this the width-to-depth ratio) all agreed that vessels were
cups when the ratio was 1 or 1.2 to 1(Figure 3.16, vessels 1 and 2); most accepted them
as cups when the ratio was 1.5 (Figure 3.16, vessel 3), but only 28% named cups when
the ratio was 2.2 (Figure 3.16, vessel 4). Furthermore, when the ratio was c.2 to 1, his
study group were equally as likely to name the vessel as either a cup or a bowl, clearly
demonstrating that a single vessel may be at once be two different types — both a cup
and a bow! (Figure 3.16).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 3.16: The results of Labov’s study into the naming of vessel types. Labov
demonstrates that the ratio of width-to-height is an extremely significant concern for
the users of pottery when they distinguish between vessels belonging to different
functional classes. As the value of this ratio varied, his informants identified vessels
1-4 as either cups or bowls. His study highlights the dangers in producing and using
rigid numerical boundaries as a means of classifying vessel forms (Labov 1973,
Figures 5 and 6).
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Figure 3.17: Miller’s study of Dangwara potters (India) highlights the danger in using

rigid numerical boundaries in order to classify pottery. For example, we see that there

is considerable variation in the range of rim diameters of oil lamps (divaniya) produced
by six different potters from Dangwara village (left). In the scattergram on the right the

mean mouth diameters of eleven different vessel types (made by the same six potters)
are plotted against the mean maximum diameters (each point on the graph represents the
average value obtained from ten vessels produced by an individual potter). Using these
values we can see that the average ratio of mouth diameter to maximum diameter (Ratio
5) for the tapeli, for example, varies from c. 0.7 to 0.9 (Miller 1985, Figures 10 and 12).

Miller’s (1985) work with the Dangwara (India) potters reiterates the danger of
rigid numerical classification. Indeed, using the example of a single vessel type, the
divaniya (oil lamp), he demonstrated that the range of rim diameters produced by six
potters were normally distributed and that although they manufactured pots within an
acceptable range, each potter produced vessels within different personal limits. The rim
diameters of lamps produced by one potter (Potter D), for example, ranged from c.6-
7cm, whilst those of another (Potter A) were between c.6-8cm (Figure 3.17) (Miller
1895, Figure 10). That there was considerable variation between the measurements, and
therefore ratios, of vessels produced by individuals was further emphasised by his
analysis of eleven additional types (Miller 1985, Figures 12-14). The ratio of mean
mouth to mean maximum diameter of tapeli (a squat, open mouthed cooking pot), for
example, produced by the same six potters ranged from c.0.7 to 0.9 (calculated from

Miller 1985, Figure 12) (Figure 3.17).
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From the above examples we can see that function, shape (in the form of ratios)
and size are all significant concerns in the folk classification of pottery. The fact that
ratios can and have been employed to determine functionally significant types is
extremely encouraging for our attempts to re-categorise early Anglo-Saxon vessel form.
Yet, if ratios are to be used we must be aware of the problems inherent in rigid
numerical definition. As a range of ratios have already been used to describe the form
of Anglo-Saxon pottery the following discussion examines whether these ratios may be

used as a means by which to identify and distinguish between early Anglo-Saxon vessel

types.

Painting by Numbers: Anglo-Saxon Urn Ratios

As previously discussed, both Fennel (1964) and Richards (1982; 1987) have developed
and used a number of ratios to describe the form of Anglo-Saxon pottery. To test
whether their ratios could, indeed, be used to distinguish between functionally
significant types, and thus form the basis of a new classificatory system, these ratios
were applied to vessels from known classification systems, namely the ethnographic
groups described above. Measurements were taken from published illustrations of these
ethnographic vessels, and Richards’s Ratios 1 and 3 and Fennel’s ‘mouth to width’ ratio
(henceforth referred to as Ratio 5)* were then calculated for these vessels and compared.

Table 3.2 provides the ratios obtained for the Luo water jars and beer drinking
pots shown in Figure 3.6 and 3.7. All water jars have very similar Ratio 1 values, as do
the beer jars, but the mean Ratio 1 values of each of these types are sufficiently different
to allow these types to be distinguished numerically; the mean Ratio 3 and 5 values also
differentiate these two types. Separation of types by means of ratio values is again
revealed by considering Gamo pottery (Table 3.2 and Figure 3.18). Here we see that the
narrow-necked beer jar (batsa C) has a Ratio 1 value of 0.81, whilst the communal
eating and storing bowl (shele F) has a Ratio 1 value of 1.17; again Ratio 5 helps to
delimit these types more precisely. Of concern, however, are the values obtained for
Ratio 3. Richards (1982, 44) suggests that this ratio describes how restricted the

neck/mouth is, yet the batsa (C) is clearly restricted, whilst the shele (F) is open-

! Although Leahy’s study of vessel form was based on Richards’s ratios, he did calculate an additional
ratio (Ratio 4) which he suggested expressed profile as a single figure. His Ratio 4 was not included in
this analysis as it describes the angle and contour of the shoulder, which, as has been discussed, should be
Seen as ‘micro-style’ variation of much larger groups. Richards’s Ratio 2 serves a similar function, in that
it tells us how far up the vessel the shoulder is located. The inclusion of these ratios in the determination
of groups, then, would, in fact, hinder our attempts.
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mouthed, yet both have exactly the same Ratio 3 value. If this is not simply an

anomaly, then we cannot use this ratio to determine types and there are serious

implications for the validity of Richards’s (1982; 1987, see above) studies of Anglo-

Saxon vessel form; it is worth considering this phenomenon further.

Max Height of | Rim
Dia | Height | Max Dia | Dia Ratio | Ratio | Ratio
Vessel (cm) | (cm) (cm) (cm) 1 3 5 Figure
Luo Water Jars
1 52 52 23 34| 100| 062| 0.65]3.6
2 49 53 23 26| 092| 0.77| 053] 3.6
3 53 58 26 29| 091| 0.75| 0.55]|3.6
4 53 66 27 26| 080| 0.69| 04936
5 46 47 17 25| 098| 0.70| 0.54]|3.6
6 47 48 21 27| 098] 0.74| 057]|3.6
Average 093] 0.71] 0.56
Luo Beer Drinking Vessels
B 35 30 14 38| 1.17| -019| 1.09|3.7
C 36 33 17 40| 1.09| -0.25| 11137
Average 113] -0.22] 1.10
Gamo Beer Jar and Serving Bowl
C 60 74 38 31| 081| 081| 052]3.18
F 54 46 25 37| 117| 081| 0.69]3.18

Table 3.2: Ratio values calculated for ethnographic examples of pottery form. The
values relate to those vessels shown in Figures 3.6, 3.7 and 3.18.

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 3.18: Gamo (Ethiopia) pottery. The large beer jar (batsa, C) and a communal
eating and storing bowl (shele, F). Ratio values for these vessels are recorded in
Table 3.2 (Arthur 2006 Figures 2.7 and 2.8).
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To ensure this was not the result of using non-Anglo-Saxon types, eight Anglo-
Saxon vessels were selected and their ratio values calculated (Table 3.3 and Figures 3.2,
3.12 and 3.19). Urns 2319, 3402, 1885 and 1636 (Figures 3.2 and 3.19) all have
restricted necks and are of similar height, width and rim diameter. The only feature that
divides them is the position and contour of their shoulders, which, as discussed, should
be seen only as micro-style variation. Importantly, these four vessels all have very
similar Ratio 1 and Ratio 5 values and these are clearly distinguishable from those
obtained for urns 632, 1609, and 1571 (Figures 3.12 and 3.19). Consideration of Ratio
3, however, reiterates the problem highlighted. Vessels 3402 and 1609 have almost
identical Ratio 3 values (0.82 and 0.81, respectively) (Figure 3.2 and 3.19), yet one is
clearly open-mouthed and the other restricted. Similarly, according to Ratio 3, the
open-mouthed 1571 could be placed alongside the restricted 312 (Table 3.3 and Figures
3.12 and 3.19).

Height
Max of Max | Rim
Dia | Height | Dia Dia | Ratio | Ratio | Ratio
Vessel | (cm) | (cm) (cm) (cm) | 1 3 5 Figure

2319 56 60 32 26| 093] 1.07| 046 3.2
3402 | 57 60 27| 30| 095 [082] 05332
1885 58 55 26 25| 1.05| 114 | 0.43]3.19
1636 61 60 33 29| 1.02| 1.19| 0.48|3.19
632 64 46 25 421 1.39| 105| 0.66| 3.2
1609 | 61 46 25| 44| 1337081 0.723.19
1571 60 45 28 45| 1.33| 088 | 0.75]|3.12
312 | 182 177 80 94| 1.03| 091 | 0.52|3.19

Table 3.3: The ratio values calculated for eight Anglo-Saxon cremation urns shown
in Figures 3.2, 3.12 and 3.19. Numbers highlighted green and blue relate to vessels
that have very similar Ratio 3 values, and allegedly the same level of neck
restriction, but as the relevant figures reveal, this is clearly not the case. Numbers
highlighted pink and grey demonstrate that Ratios 1 and 5 can be used to distinguish
between two different classes of vessel from (although of different sizes) — the
relevant figures must be consulted to appreciate this point (data derived from Myres
1977, Figures 105, 128, 151, 208, 225; Leahy 2007c).
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Figure 3.19: Selected urns from Myres’s Corpus (Myres 1977, Figures
105, 128, 225) and Cleatham (Leahy 2007¢). Ratio values for these urns
are presented in Table 3.3.
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This problem with using Ratio 3 is very concerning, as Richards stated that it
was the most significant ratio in terms of identifying correlations with other aspects of
the Anglo-Saxon cremation rite (Richards 1982; 1987, 33-44). Clearly, an apparent
relationship between, for example, the gender of an individual and the Ratio 3 value
(restrictedness of the neck) of the urn in which they were buried cannot be considered
real if both restricted and unrestricted vessels share the same value. It is important,
therefore, to gain an understanding of how this problem arises; this is best explained by
consideration of a hypothetical case study. In Figure 3.20 we see that, except for the
position of their shoulder, Vessels A and B are in every respect the same type of pot;
they have the same rim diameter, height, maximum diameter and base. If we examine
their ratios we see that Ratios 1 and 5 are exactly the same, but Ratios 2 and 3 are
considerably different. For Ratio 2 this is not a problem, indeed, it tells us, as it should,
that one has a higher shoulder than the other (an example of micro-style variation); for
Ratio 3, however, it is disastrous. This ratio should describe the restrictedness of the
neck/orifice, which is the same for each urn; the only factor that is different is the height
of the shoulder. If Ratio 3 truly describes the restrictedness of the neck then both
vessels should possess the same Ratio 3 value, yet their respective Ratio 3 values

describe Vessel A as being restricted and Vessel B as being open-mouthed!?

The best indicators of Anglo-Saxon vessel form are, therefore, Ratios 1 and 5.
As such, these two ratios will be the main numerical considerations in the determination
of the new taxonomy. It is encouraging, then, that both Longacre and Kempton found
that the width-to-height ratio (Ratio 1) was the most significant in distinguishing
between functional classes in their ethnographic studies of pottery classification (see
above); it is also this ratio which, according to Richards (1987, 33-44), accounts for the
greatest variation (79%) in Anglo-Saxon vessel form. Moreover, as Rice (2005, 212,

241) notes, the characteristic most often modified or adapted to meet distinct functional

%It is possible to see how this problem occurs by considering the way that Ratio 3 is obtained:

(Maximum diameter - Rim diameter)

(Height - Height of maximum diameter)

As both Vessels A and B have the same maximum diameter and rim diameter, both will share the same
numerator (maximum diameter-rim diameter). On the contrary, as both are the same height, but the point
of maximum diameter is lower on Vessel B than A, Vessel B’s denominator (height-height of maximum
diameter) will be larger than Vessel A’s. Consequently, Vessel B has a smaller Ratio 3 value than Vessel
A, indicating that Vessel A has a restricted mouth, whilst Vessel B is allegedly open-mouthed.

135



requirements is the orifice. It is reassuring, then, that Ratio 5, Fennel’s ratio of mouth

to maximum diameter, describes this characteristic.

Vessel A

Rim Diameter = 24cm

Maximum Height = 50cm

Maximum Diameter = 60cm

Height of Maximum Diameter = 30cm

Ratio 1=1.2; Ratio 2 = 0.6; Ratio 3 = 1.8; Ratio 5=0.48

Vessel B

Rim Diameter = 24cm

Maximum Height = 50cm

Maximum Diameter = 60cm

Height of Maximum Diameter = 20cm

Ratio 1=1.2; Ratio 2 = 0.4; Ratio 3 =1.2; Ratio 5=0.48

Figure 3.20: The Ratio 3 problem.

Size Matters

Clearly, then, ratios are useful in describing vessel form, yet we cannot rely solely on
these to distinguish between Anglo-Saxon types. Indeed, we have already seen that size
may be used to differentiate between functional classes which share the same form
amongst the Kalinga, Shipibo-Conibo and the Diola (DeBeor and Lathrap 1979, 105-10;
Longacre 1981, Table 2.1; Lines and Sapir 1969, 8) and it is worth considering how size
might affect functionality and thus the classification of Anglo-Saxon types. Looking at
the Gamo’s beer mug (tsua) and beer fermenting jar (batsa) (Figure 3.21 and Table 3.4)
we see that their forms, and consequently their Ratio 1 and 5 values, are almost
identical; it is their size that separates them functionally. Without doubt, it would be
impossible to brew large quantities of beer in a single tsua, and extremely difficult to
lift a full batsa to the lips in order to take a drink.

This does not mean that vessels of the same form, but of different size, should

always be seen as different functional classes. Although the Gamo’s large jar (otto) is
136



the same form as the tsua and the basta, unlike the tsua it is also used to brew beer (it is
a multifunctional vessel and may also be used for cooking, storing and transporting)
(Arnold 2006, Table 2.2; 2002). The corollary here is that, as the otto is not that much
smaller than the basta, it is able to fulfil the same functional requirements; indeed, there
is considerable overlap between the volumetric ranges of the otto and basta (Figure
3.21) (the range of volumes for the tsua is 0.9-2.4 litres, whilst that of the otto is 14.1-
26.5 litres, and the batsa 23.4-102.1 litres (Arthur 2002, Table 5)). Differences in the
size of pots belonging to the same functional class can also be seen in the vessels of the
Manumanu. Their cooking pots (uro) range in size from ¢.10-16 inches (25-40cm) in
diameter, whilst their water storage jars are ¢.12-20 inches (30-50cm) in diameter (see
above and Groves 1960, 10).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image
in electronic media

Vessel | Max Dia (cm) | Height (cm) | Rim Dia (cm) | Ratio 1 Ratio 5
A 15 18 8 0.83 0.53
B 45 63 28 0.71 0.62
C 60 74 31 0.81 0.52
D 36 46 20 0.78 0.56

Figure 3.21 and Table 3.4: Gamo pottery; the tsua (A), is a drinking vessel, the
otto (B) is a multipurpose vessel used in cooking, storage and as a beer
storage/fermenting jar. The batsa (C) is a dedicated beer storage/fermenting jar,
whilst the tsaro (D), like the otto is a multifunctional cooking and storage jar (Arthur
2006, 36-7, Figure 2.7).
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Max Dia | Height | Rim Dia Approximate
Vessel (mm) (mm) | (mm) Ratiol | Ratio5 | Volume (litres)
887 290 269 120 1.08 0.41 8.4
58 250 253 100 0.99 0.40 5.3
415 215 205 88 1.05 0.41 3.8
384 284 236 194 1.20 0.68 8.4
1026 250 195 180 1.28 0.72 4.8
567 272 241 158 1.13 0.58 7.7
403 150 131 91 1.15 0.61 1.0

Figure 3.22 and Table 3.5: Ratio values and approximate volumes of urns
excavated from the cemetery of Cleatham (data derived from Leahy 2007c).
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Looking at the Anglo-Saxon situation, then, we can see from Figure 3.22 and
Table 3.5 that both Cleatham urns 403 and 567 have very similar ratio values, but they
are completely different sizes. It can be suggested, albeit tentatively, that 567 was
used for communal serving of produce, with its unrestricted mouth allowing easy access
to the contents, whilst 403 might have been used to as a personal or communal drinking
vessel. Certainly, the size of the latter would allow it to be passed amongst individuals,
and its wide mouth would facilitate filling and drinking. The crucial point here is that,
despite their similar ratio values, the sizes of these two vessels mean that they are not
interchangeable equivalents; concomitantly, they would belong to two separate

functional classes.

By considering vessels with similar forms but slightly different sizes we can see
that Cleatham urns 58, 415, 887 (Figure 3.22 and Table 3.5), like the Gamo olla and
basta, might be used in the same way. Indeed, all three could hold a substantial
quantity of produce (c.5.3, ¢.3.8, 8.4 litres, respectively — see below for a discussion of
the calculation of volumes), and when full all would be of considerable weight which
would inhibit their manoeuvrability, whilst their restricted orifices would limit access to
the contents, prevent spillage, and facilitate pouring. Their relatively narrow bases
would also assist in tipping the vessel to pour out the contents. Urns 0384 and 1026
might also be used in the same way as one another; indeed, both have unrestricted
orifices, allowing easy access to their contents, both could contain considerable amounts
of produce (c.4.8 litres and c.8.4 litres, respectively), would be heavy when full, again
restricting manoeuvrability, whilst their squat bodies would provide a low centre of

gravity preventing spillages (Figure 3.22 and Table 3.5).
A New Typology

Having determined that ratios and vessel size can be used to reveal the native
classification of pottery, these characteristics were used to discover Anglo-Saxon types.
Previous studies have been criticised for making arbitrary distinctions between plain
and decorated pottery. For example, Blinkhorn (1997) criticised Myres for his
unjustified prejudice towards the study of plain undecorated pottery. Indeed, Myres
described the dichotomy between the two as ‘an almost incredible contrast between
extremes of sophistication and crudity possible in ceramic technique’, suggesting that
decorated vessels represent potters at their ‘self-conscious best’, whilst it is ‘difficult to

believe that folk of the same culture and period were responsible for designing and
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making ... the shapeless and incompetent domestic [undecorated] bowls and cookpots’
(Myres 1969, 12-13). More damningly he reports that ‘in view of the extremely casual
and slapdash methods often used by Anglo-Saxon craftsmen in the preparation of their
raw materials and the shaping of their home-made products ... it is open to question
whether conclusions of much significance can be expected from such technical analysis’
(Myres 1977, 1). This study makes the same distinction, however as use-alteration
analysis (Chapter 2) demonstrates, plain and decorated pottery had different functions
and, as function is seen to be at the heart of native classificatory systems, such a

distinction is necessary.
Methodology

Scale drawings of all Cleatham urns were obtained from the online Cleatham excavation
archive —made available by the Archaeological Data Service (Leahy 2007c) — whilst
images of Elsham urns were taken from the excavation archive held at North
Lincolnshire Museum. As ratio values cannot be determined from incomplete pots only
those vessels with complete profiles were considered, a total of 317 urns from Cleatham
and 173 from Elsham. Using Adobe Photoshop, images were manipulated so that all
were viewable at the same scale; these were then printed and sorted visually according
to ratio-based characteristics. For example, regardless of size, vessels with tall bodies
(low Ratio 1) and restricted mouths (low Ratio 5) were separated from those with tall
bodies and wide mouths (for example, urns 887 and 567, Figure 3.22), whilst tall wide-
mouthed vessels were separated from those with wide mouths and squat, wide bodies
(large Ratio 1 and 5 values) (for example, urns 567 and 1026, Figure 3.22). At no point
was consideration given to whether urns were shouldered, biconical, rounded, or

globular; this was seen purely as micro-style variation.

To identify smaller and larger versions of the same type, as suggested by
Havercroft et al. (1987), images of the urns were scaled and ‘overlain’ so that forms
could be compared. Overlays were produced by ‘pasting’ urns on top of one another in
Adobe Photoshop and then adjusting the ‘opacity’; this feature alters an image’s
transparency, meaning that the profile of each urn could be compared with those
‘above’ and ‘below’. As suggested by Havercroft et al. (1987, 52), comparison was
achieved by scaling to the ‘same height’ and/or ‘same maximum girth’ (Figure 3.23).
The overlay method also facilitated the identification and subsequent discounting of
micro-style variation. For example, despite minor differences in position and shape of
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shoulder, height, width, and base, the overlay of urns 582 and 944 reveals that they are
the same type of pot. A similar situation is demonstrated by urns 519 and 388, where

minor variations in rim type appear on what are the same forms (Figure 3.23).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 3.23: Urns 415 and 594 (top). Urn 415 is smaller than 594, but using
Havercroft et al.’s (1987) method of overlaying and scaling to the same maximum
diameter reveals that 415 is exactly the same form as 594. Their method also allows
micro-style variation to be identified and discounted. Urns 388 and 519 (middle)
have slightly different rims and bases; the rim of 388 is more everted than 519 and
its base is also slightly narrower. The overlay of these two vessels reveals, however,
that they are exactly the same form. The same is true of urns 944 and 582 (bottom)
— the shoulder of 944 is slightly rounded, whilst 582 is bi-conical; 582 also has a
pedestal base. Despite this, the overlay of these two urns reveals that they are in fact
the same form and that these differences are purely micro-style variants (scale bar is
10cm, original images from Leahy 2007c).
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As larger and smaller versions of vessel types were identified, each group was
allocated an identifying code. Each of the main form groups were first given a
numerical identifier: Group 1 urns were those with restricted necks and a height
approximately equal to width (Ratio 1 = 1.0, and low Ratio 5) and Group 2 urns were
squat, wide vessels with wide mouths (large Ratio 1 and large Ratio 5). These groups
were further divided according to minor ratio-based variation. For example, as urns 566
and 573 (Figure 3.24) both have restricted necks, and heights approximately equal to
their widths, both were considered to belong to Group 1. Yet, 573 appears ‘squatter’
than 566 (resulting in a greater Ratio 1 value), thus urns similar in form to 566 were
identified as belonging to 1A whilst those following 573 were coded 1B. Each of these
sub-groups was then divided according to size, with size being identified by i, ii, or iii;

larger urns are denoted by i and smaller vessels by ii and iii (Figure 3.24).

The morphological measurements of height, maximum diameter, rim diameter,
and height of maximum diameter, and the relevant ratio values for each urn, were
recorded. For Cleatham, all of this information was already available in the ADS’s
online Cleatham excavation archive (Leahy 2007c). The Elsham data, however, had to
be obtained from measured scale drawings and the urns themselves. To help distinguish
between size groups, histograms of maximum height were produced for each of the
main types (Figures 3.33, 3.36, 3.38, 3.41). In order that this study did not suffer from
the use of unsubstantiated cut-off values to define types, no numerical limits were
identified; instead, an overall impression of the groups is provided by calculation of the

mean, range and standard deviation of each measurement and ratio (Appendix B).
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Figure 3.24: Urns belonging to Groups 1A and 1B (top). Both have heights
approximately equal to their widths, thus Ratio 1 = 1. They are separable on account
of the fact that 0573 (1B) is slightly squatter than 0536 (1A). Urns 0384, 0063,
0459, 0004 belong to Group 3B. The urns were attributed a sub-group according to
their size, thus the largest (0384) is 3Bi, then 3Bii (0063), 3Bii (0459), and the
smallest 3Biii (0004) (scale bar is 10cm, images from Leahy 2007c).
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To help determine whether vessels of different sizes might be considered to
belong to the same functional class, an estimate of the volume of each of the urns was
also calculated. This was undetaken by following the method described by Blinkhorn
(1999). Scale drawings of each of the 173 Elsham and 317 Cleatham urns were taken;
each drawing was then divided in to 1cm thick horizontal slices (Figure 3.25). When
considered in three dimensions, each slice represents a geometrical form known as a
frustum. By calculating the volume of each frustum (Figure 3.25) and then summing
the volumes of each together, it is possible to obtain an estimate of the vessel’s volume
(Blinkhorn 1999, 41-2).

The volume of a frustum is calculated thus:
h ) )
V = ?(Rl + RlRZ + Rz)

where:

V = volume of frustum (litres)

R: = radius of the upper surface of the frustum (m)
R, = radius of the lower surface of the frustum (m)
h = height of the frustum (m)

n=3.142

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 3.25: Calculating an estimated volume for individual cremation urns.
Vessels are idealised as a series of 1cm high frustums (shape, top left). The volume
of each frustum is calculated and then summed to obtain an estimate of the urn’s
volume (frustum image Mathworld 2012; urn image adapted from Leahy 2007c)
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Not all pots could be placed immediately into groups. Rather than force them into
categories, a system of reflexive elimination was employed. This involved the
measurement and ratio values of pots being compared with those of the developed
groups. If these measurements suggested membership to a particular group then this
was tested by comparing it to others in the suggested group by the method of overlaying
and scaling. If this did not verify group affiliation the pots were added to the

‘Unclassified Group’ with an accompanying ‘Suggested Group’ membership.
The New Typology

Following the methodology outlined above six main form groups were identified.

These groups were then divided into size and morphological sub-groups, resulting in a
total of 30 types. Figures 3.26-3.28, 3.34, 3.35, 3.37, 3.39 and 3.40 provide examples of
each of the forms, whilst the number of urns attributed to each group are given in Table
3.6. The following description characterises the types and those interested in reviewing
complete groups are referred to Appendix B.

Group 1

Group 1 urns are characterised by their restricted mouths and widths that are
approximately equal to their heights (Figures 3.26-3.30). Although there is
considerable variation in the position and contour of the shoulder, the same basic form
runs throughout each of these vessels; that is, a voluminous body with a narrowing
neck, leading to a narrow mouth (relative to the rest of the body). On account of minor
ratio-based variation Group 1 is divided into three sub-groups, with each sub-group
being divided into three further groups on account of their size — essentially, small

medium and large.
1Ai, 1Aii and 1Aiii (Figure 3.26)

Group 1A urns are characterised by heights that are approximately equal to the
maximum diameter (Ratio 1 is approximately equal to 1) and rim diameters that are
approximately half of the maximum diameter (Ratio 5 is approximately 0.5) (Figures
3.26, 3.29 and 3.30). Three broad sizes — small, medium and large — were identified in
this group, on account of a tri-modal distribution of heights; this equates to three
average volumetric capacities of c.7 litres, ¢.4.5 litres and c.1 litre (Figures 3.31 and
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3.33). The large and medium sizes (1Ai and 1Aii) were common at both cemeteries but
were slightly more popular at Elsham; the smallest size (1Aiii) was also only identified
at Elsham (Table 3.6). It is interesting to note that the average height of Cleatham’s 1Ai
group is slightly greater than Elsham’s. The average heights of both cemeteries’ 1Aii
urns, on the other hand, are within Imm of one another. As one would expect, the
average ratio values of the small, medium and large 1A urns are all very similar, falling
within a very narrow range — Ratio 1: 1.06-1.11 and Ratio 5: 0.43-0.53 (Figure 3.29 and
Appendix B) (these should not be taken as boundaries, they are merely the range of

average ratio values of the three sizes).
1Bi, 1Bii and 1Biii (Figure 3.27)

Group 1B urns have a slightly squatter appearance than the other vessels in Group 1, a
point which is confirmed by their slightly larger Ratio 1 values; the range of average
Ratio 5 values, however, are almost identical to those of the Group 1A — 0.49-0.53
(Figures 3.26, 3.27 and Appendix B). At Cleatham the Group 1B type was very
frequent; at EIsham, however, very few 1B urns were present (Table 3.6). Again, three
sizes were identifiable on account of a tri-modal distribution of height and these
translate to average capacities of c.5 litres, 3.5 litres and 1.5 litres (Figures 3.27 and
3.31 and 3.33). As one would expect, with larger and smaller version of the same form,
there is considerable overlap between the ratio characteristics of each of the three size
groups (Figures 3.29 and 3.30 and Appendix B). Despite the small number of 1B urns
at Elsham, when the mean ratio values are compared between the two cemeteries it is
evident that the values of each size group are extremely similar (Figure 3.29). In
addition to likenesses in ratio values, the mean volumes of all three sizes are almost
identical at both cemeteries and we also find that there is a consistent ¢.3cm difference
between the mean heights of the 1Bi and 1Bii (Figures 3.30 and 3.31 and Appendix B).
This demonstrates that the potters were working towards a mental template of

acceptable size and form.
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Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 3.26: Urns attributed to Group 1A. Group 1A urns are characterised by

heights that are approximately equal to their widths (Ratio 1 ~ 1) and restricted

mouths (low Ratio 5 values). Three sizes were identified; 1Ai, 1Aii and 1Aiii

(Cleatham images from Leahy 2007c, Elsham images were obtained from the
Elsham archive held in North Lincolnshire Museum).
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Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 3.27: Urns attributed to Group 1B. Group 1B urns have restricted mouths

and are slightly wider than they are tall. Three sizes were identified, 1Bi, 1Bii and

1Biii (Cleatham images from Leahy 2007c, Elsham images were obtained from the
Elsham archive held in North Lincolnshire Museum).
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Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 3.28: Urns attributed to Group 1D. Like Groups 1A and 1B, Group 1D urns
have restricted mouths. They are slightly taller than they are wide. Three sizes were
identified, 1Di, 1Dii and 1Diii. (Cleatham images from Leahy 2007c, Elsham
images were obtained from the Elsham archive held in North Lincolnshire Museum.)

149



Ratio 5

Ratio 5

Cleatham Mean Ratios

0.90
0.80 4B
>><K 3Bi
o sBil 4 apiv 380
070 5Bii 3Bii
7 5Bi B 3A = 2Ai
<> AAiV A 3Aiii
= AAii4Aiii & 2Bi
0.60 % SAj + 4Ai
= 1Dii
+ 1Di 6A
050 A 1Bifg;;
: X 1Bi
i
B 1Ai
0.40
0.30 T T T T T T T T 1
0.70 0.80 0.90 1.00 110 . 1.20 1.30 1.40 1.50 1.60
Ratio 1
Elsham Mean Ratios
0.90
0.80
X 4Aigg; 2Aii
cai 5Bi 5Biii
0.70 i
A 4Ai 3AT GBI
+ SAii = :Z_M"'
0.60 !
+ 1Diii @ 2Aii
@ 1Dii
K 1Di @ 1Aiii
= 1Al
0.50 W 1B ALBIBi
= 1Ai
0.40
0-30 T T T T T T T T 1
0.70 1.60

0.80 0.90 1.00 1.10 . 1.20 1.30 1.40 1.50
Ratio 1

Figure 3.29: Scatter plots of the mean Ratio 1 and 5 values calculated for each of
the form types identified in this study. Note that the mean ratio values of smaller
and larger types (e.g 1Bi, 1Bii and 1Bii) are very similar and cluster together.
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Figure 3.30: Scatter plots of the mean heights and widths of each form type
identified in this study. Note that the means of each form type are very similar at

both cemeteries.
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Figure 3.31: Average estimated volumes for each of the form-types identified in this
study. Note that the average volumes obtained for forms at both cemeteries are
virtually identical.
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Figure 3.32: Average rim diameters of each of the types identified in this study.
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Form | Cleatham | %Cleatham | Elsham | %Elsham
1Ai 24 8% 20 13%
1Aii 15 5% 17 11%
1Aiii 0 0% 4 3%
1Bi 22 8% 5 3%
1Bii 18 6% 6 4%
1Biii 4 1% 1 1%
1D 12 4% 17 11%
1Dii 7 2% 11 7%
1Diii 0 0% 3 2%
2Ai 8 3% 4 3%
2Aii 0 0% 4 3%
2Aiii 0 0% 2 1%
2Bi 19 7% 0 0%
3Ai 12 4% 4 3%
3Aiii 7 2% 0 0%
3Bi 12 4% 5 3%
3Bii 15 5% 5 3%
3Biii 7 2% 1 1%
4Ai 8 3% 5 3%
4Aii 24 8% 8 5%
4Aiii 11 4% 11 7%
4Aiv 13 5% 3 2%
4Biii 6 2% 0 0%
4Biv 2 1% 0 0%
5Ai 6 2% 5 3%
5AIi 0 0% 5 3%
5Bi 12 4% 3 2%
5Bii 1 0% 4 3%
5Biii 10 4% 1 1%
6A 10 4% 0 0%

285 100% 154 100%

Table 3.6: The frequencies of occurrence of each form type at the cemeteries of
Elsham and Cleatham. Note that these frequencies only relate to decorated vessels
with reconstructible profiles.
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Figure 3.33: Frequency plots of the heights of urns attributed to Form Groups 1A,
1B and 1D. Note that the peaks occur at the same places in the assemblages
obtained from both Elsham and Cleatham, demonstrating that potters at both

cemeteries were working towards mental templates of vessel size.
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1D (Figure 3.28)

Group 1D urns have approximately the same Ratio 1 values as those in 1A; they are
separable, however, on account of their slightly less restricted mouths (a marginally
greater Ratio 5 value — although the man rim diameters are the same as 1B and 1A urns)
(Figures 3.28 and 3.29, 3.32). Group 1D urns do not follow a bi- or even tri-modal
distribution of height; instead, at both cemeteries, urns attributed to 1D are normally
distributed with modal heights ranging from 210-229mm (Figure 3.33). Interestingly,
where Elsham had few 1B urns and Cleatham had many, the reverse situation is seen
with this 1D group — Cleatham has few, but at Elsham this type is very common (Table
3.6). As the modal heights and average volumes at each cemetery are the same, we are
once more we are given the impression that the potters were working within a

framework of mental templates.
Group 2 (Figure 3.34)

Urns in Group 2 are characterised by their squat, wide bodies (large Ratio 1), and
unrestricted necks (large Ratio 5) (Figures 3.29 and 3.34). Based on size and ratio
values this group separates into two sub-groups, although there is considerable overlap
between the two. Urns belonging to 2A appear wider than those of 2B, having
marginally greater Ratio 1 values (Figures 3.29 and 3.34). Like the Group 1 urns, these
vessels divide into small medium and large. Interestingly, 2Ai urns do not form a
significant proportion of the assemblages of either cemetery, whilst 2Bi forms account
for 7% of the assemblage at Cleatham, but are absent from Elsham (Table 3.6) (it must
be borne in mind that here, assemblage refers to only those urns with complete profiles;
it is quite possible that these figures would change if every single urn was able to be
considered). We are once more given the impression that potters were working towards
acceptable norms as the mean volumes of 2Ai urns are nearly identical at both
cemeteries (Figure 3.31). There are very strong links between Group 2 urns and those
belonging to Group 3 and it is quite possible that the slightly squatter character of
Group 2 is just micro-style variation, and that Groups 2 and 3 are essentially the same
types of pots. This link between the Group 2 and 3 vessels is demonstrated, in
particular, by the mean rim diameters of 2Ai and 3Ai — at Elsham they are within 13mm
of one another, but at Cleatham just 6mm — whilst at both cemeteries, the mean width of
2A\ is very similar to those of the 3Ai, as are the mean heights of 2Ai and 3Bi (Figures
3.30 and 3.32 and Appendix B).
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Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 3.34: Urns attributed to Groups 2A and 2B. Urns in these groups appear are
very squat (large Ratio 1 values) and have unrestricted mouths (large Ratio 5
values). 2B urns appear slightly less restricted in the mouth, having slightly greater
Ratio 5 values than their 2A counterparts (Cleatham images from Leahy 2007c,
Elsham images were obtained from the Elsham archive held in North Lincolnshire
Museum).
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Group 3

Like urns in Group 2, urns belonging to Group 3 are characterised by open mouths and
squat, wide bodies (Figures 3.24 and 3.35). What distinguishes them from Group 2 is
that they appear less squat, having slightly smaller Ratio 1 values. Urns in Group 3 can

be sub-divided into small, medium large, and perhaps even extra-large.
3Ai and 3Aiii (Figure 3.35)

Group 3Ai urns are the largest of the Group 3 urns. In terms of their Ratio 1 values they
are virtually indistinguishable from urns belonging to 3B, yet they are separable on
account of their slightly lower Ratio 5 value — meaning that 3Ai urns appear slightly
more restricted in the neck than the 3Bi urns (Figures 3.24, 3.29 and 3.35). Despite this,
3Ai and 3Bi urns have almost identical average rim diameters (Figure 3.32). Again
these vessels appear to have been produced to relatively standard sizes as the average
height, widths, volumes and Ratio 1 and 5 values of the 3Ai urns are virtually identical

at both cemeteries (Figures 3.29-3.30 and Appendix B).
3Bi, 3Bii and 3Biii (Figure 3.24)

Group 3B is divided into three sized-based groups — separated on account of a tri-modal
distribution of heights — but again the Ratio 1 and 5 values of each of the different sizes
are all very similar (Figure 3.36). At Cleatham the tri-modal distribution was clearly
visible in a plot of the heights, but at Elsham, even though the same types were present,
there were too few vessels to identify any patterns in a graphical plot. At both Cleatham
and Elsham there is a c.3cm separation between the mean heights of 3Bi, 3Bii and 3Biii,
which equates to three average capacities of c.5 litres, .3 litres and c.1.5 litres (Figure
3.31 and Appendix B).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 3.35: Urns attributed to Group 3A from Elsham (left) and Cleatham (right)
(Cleatham images from Leahy 2007c, Elsham images were obtained from the
Elsham archive held in North Lincolnshire Museum).
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Figure 3.36: Frequency plots of the heights of urns attributed to Form Groups 3A
and 3B from Cleatham. Note that the two sizes of 3A urns — 3Ai (200-239mm) and
3Aiii (100-139mm) — and the three peaks in the 3B plot representing the three
different sizes of this form-type.
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Group 4

In common with urns belonging to Group 1A, urns in Group 4 have heights
approximately equal to their widths. What separates them from Group 1A, however, is
that they have considerably less restricted mouths. Group 4 is separable into two types,

4A and 4B, and again these can be divided on account of their heights and volumes.
4Ai, 4Aii, 4Aiii and 4Aiv (Figure 3.37)

Each of the four size-groups have very similar Ratio 1 and 5 values, all of which are
seen to cluster in the centre of the plot of mean ratios (Figures 3.29 and 3.38). All have
a slight neck restriction, and the mean and modal heights of each of Cleatham’s 4A urns
increase in increments of ¢.3cm from smallest (4Aiv) through to largest (4Ai) (Figure
3.30 and 3.38). Many 4A urns were identified at Cleatham, but at Elsham this type was
not as common (Table 3.6). As such, the mean heights, widths and ratio values are
based on very few urns. Despite this, similar patterns are observable; for example, there
is a ¢.3cm incremental decrease in mean height of each of the size types from 4Aii to
4Aiii and 4iv at both cemeteries (Figure 3.38 and Appendix B). Furthermore, the
average volumes of the 4Aii urns at both cemeteries were 4.42 litres and 4.35 litres

respectively, whilst those of 4Aiv were 1.0 and 1.2 litres, respectively (Figure 3.31).
4B (Figure 3.39)

Only eight urns were attributable to Group 4B; all derive from Cleatham. The mean
Ratio 1 value is almost identical to that of 4Ai and they are, on average, the same size as
the 4Aiii vessels. They are separable, however, on account of their wider mouths;
indeed, their Ratio 5 values are more akin to those of 3Bii and 3Biii, whilst the average
rim diameter is equal to that of the wide mouthed 3Bii (Figures 3.29 and 3.32 and
Appendix B). The absence of this type from Elsham is in keeping with Elsham’s
general lack of Group 4 urns.
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Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 3.37: Urns attributed to Group 4A. Group 4A urns have heights
approximately equal to their widths (Ratio 1 = 1) and slightly restricted mouths.
Four sizes were identified in this study; 4A, 4Aii, 4Aiii and 4Aiv (Cleatham images
from Leahy 2007c, Elsham images were obtained from the Elsham archive held in
North Lincolnshire Museum).
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Figure 3.38: Frequency plots of the heights of urns attributed to Group 4A from
Cleatham and Elsham. Note the four peaks in the frequency plots from the
assemblages at both cemeteries, representing the four sizes in this group — 4A, 4Aii,
4Aiii and 4Aiv. Whilst the frequency with which each type occurs is slightly
different at both cemeteries, the fact remains that the peaks occur at similar points
along the height axis. This demonstrates that potters were working towards clear
metal template of acceptable sizes of vessel form.
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Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 3.39: Urns attributed to Group 4Biii and 4Biv (images from Leahy 2007c).

Group 5

Urns belonging to Group 5 are distinguishable by their wide, tall bodies and relatively
unrestricted necks. The major feature of these vessels is their height to width ratio;
indeed they have the appearance of being the tallest form in the typology. Again we see
two sub-groups, 5A and 5B; these are separable on account of their apparent neck

restrictions (Ratio 5 values)
5Ai and 5Aii (Figure 3.40)

Group 5A urns have what appear to be the most restricted necks of the Group 5 urns.
However, when their rim diameters are compared with those of those in 5B we see that
there is very little difference between the two; indeed, at both cemeteries, the mean rim
diameters of both 5Ai and 5Bi lie between 150-170mm (Figure 3.32). At Elsham
Group 5A urns can be divided into two sizes, but at Cleatham only the largest size was
present (Figure 3.41 and Table 3.6). There is much variation in the volumes of these
groups between the two cemeteries. At Cleatham, 5Ai urns have the largest average
volumes of all the forms, whilst at Elsham the mean volume of this form is considerably

smaller (Figure 3.31).
5Bi, 5Bii, 5Biii (Figure 3.40)

Group 5B urns have similar Ratio 1 values to their 5A counterparts. They are separable,
however, on account of their larger Ratio 5 values (i.e. they have less restricted to
necks) (Figure 3.29 and 3.40). Like the other form groups, we see small, medium and
large sizes within this group, and once more there are similar volumes for these types at
both cemeteries (Figures 3.31, 3.40, and 3.41).
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Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 3.40: Urns attributed to groups 5A and 5B. Note that 5B urns have wider
mouths than their 5A counterparts (Cleatham images from Leahy 2007c, Elsham
images were obtained from the Elsham archive held in North Lincolnshire Museum).
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Figure 3.41: Frequency plots of the heights of urns attributed to Groups 5A and 5B
from Cleatham and Elsham. Note the peaks representing the different sizes of each

type.
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Group 6A (Figure 3.42)

Very few urns were identified as belonging to Group 6 and all derive from Cleatham.
These vessels are characterised by their large, squat bodies with slightly restricted
necks. Indeed, in terms of their Ratio 1 and 5 values, they lay somewhere between
Groups 1 and 2 (Figure 3.29). No size-based divisions were observable, indeed the
range of heights is rather narrow, with just 6¢cm between the maximum and minimum
vessel heights. However, the capacity ranges from 6.1-11.0 litres, with a mean of 8.2
litres (Figure 3.31 and Appendix B).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 3.42: Cleatham urns attributed to Group 6A.

‘Miniatures’ Group

Approaching the form of early Anglo-Saxon pottery in the way described above reveals
that potters seem to have produced miniature versions of all the major types — 1Aiii,
1Biii, 1Diii, 2Aiii, 3Biii, 4Aiii, 4Aiv, 5Aii, 5Biii, for example —and it is notable that
each of these ‘miniatures’ have very similar rim diameters (c.120mm), heights, widths
and volumes (c.1.5litres) (Figures 3.24, 3.30, 3.31, 3.43). Indeed, in a plot of mean
height and width of each of the forms identified above, the ‘miniatures’ bunch together,
forming a cluster separate from the main plot (Figure 3.30). Thus, whilst these
‘miniatures’ are not a separate group in their own right, it is worth highlighting the
similarities between these small pots at this point in the discussion before we move to
consider how various vessels in the typology might have been used in the production
and consumption of fermented produce.
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Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic
media

Figure 3.43: Urns belonging to the ‘miniatures group’. Whilst these urns do belong
to other groups (e.g. Cleatham urn 1094 belongs to 4Aiv) these urns are united by
their small sizes and volumes — see Figures 3.30 and 3.31.

Ungrouped Vessels

A total of 32 Cleatham and nineteen Elsham urns were classified as ungrouped. This
should not be taken to mean that they were so different from the other urns that they
could not be grouped. It is simply the fact that they are ‘on the edge’ of the above
identified groups and that they cannot be confidently assigned to a particular form type.
For example, the ungrouped EL76NW (Figure 3.44) has ratio values that would place it
in Group 4, and probably as a 4Aiv urn, yet its rim diameter makes it appear slightly too
narrow to be placed in this group. Despite this, it is clear that this vessel is part of the
‘miniatures group’ — the small, almost individual, cup-type vessels. The same is true of
EL75AQ; its height-to-width ratio (Ratio 1) places it firmly within the family of urns

attributed to Groups 2 and 3. It also has a wide mouth, which is characteristic of urns in
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these groups. It is simply the case that its mouth is so unrestricted — its rim diameter is
slightly less than its maximum diameter — that one cannot justify placing it into either
Group 2 or 3. In common with the EL76NW urn, however, we can see that it clearly

belongs to the miniatures group.

Not all urns in the ungrouped category are of this small type. For example,
Cleatham urn 697 looks almost like a bottle in form, it has a similar rim diameter to
vessels in Group 1 (100mm), similar volume to urns in Groups 1Aii and 1Di (4.3 litres),
and its height of 270mm places it alongside vessels in Group 1Ai. Clearly it has great
affinity with the Group 1 urns; yet it is slightly too narrow to be justifiably placed in any
of the Group 1 sub-groups. The overriding characteristic of ungrouped urns, then, is
that one can see the groups to which they should belong, however they do not quite fit
properly with the rest of the vessels in that group. For this reason, each of the

ungrouped urns have been attributed a ‘suggested group’ (Appendix B).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 3.44: Ungrouped urns. These vessels show affinity with specific groups but

cannot be confidently placed into those groups. Elsham urn 5QQa, for example, is

very similar those belonging to Group 5B, having a tall appearance and unrestricted

neck. However, the mouth of the vessel is considerably wider than others in Group
5B.
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Summary

As previously stated, Myres suggested that early Anglo-Saxon potters were ‘unlikely to
maintain a typological exactitude of form’, that ‘any shape ... might emerge from their
unskilled efforts’ and that it would be foolish to expect them to produce ‘clear-cut ...
well-defined ceramic types’ (Myres 1969, 22-5). The evidence discussed above
demonstrates that such a claim can no longer be justified (indeed, it is complete
nonsense). In fact there is a remarkable level of consistency in form, both within the
groups, between the groups, and, in particular, the range of types present in the
assemblages at each of the cemeteries. The Ratio 1 and 5 values of the largest and
smallest versions of individual types such as 1A, 1B, 3B, 4A and 5A, for example, are
virtually indistinguishable, clearly demonstrating that the potters had a definite
perception of the relationship between height and width, and rim diameter and
maximum diameter, and how this translated into vessels of varying size. To this we can
add the numerous bi/tri-modal distributions, the consistent c.3cm differences between
the mean heights of the larger and smaller versions of the same types, the similarity in
the mean heights, widths, rim diameters and calculated approximate volumes of each of
the types at both cemeteries. Cumulatively, this demonstrates that the potters had a
clear understanding of the range of acceptable vessel types, and their sizes, and suggests
that they were producing vessels according to mental templates. This observation
wholly agrees with Russel’s (1984, 577-8) findings that whilst there was variation in the
range of forms of pottery produced by East Anglian early Anglo-Saxon potters, they
were producing vessels according to mental templates, meeting perfectly Rice’s (1981)

second criteria of household production (see Chapter 1).

Although this typology is based upon material from Cleatham and Elsham, it is
applicable beyond the limits of North Lincolnshire. For example, it is possible to place
all the urns in Figures 3.1, 3.2, 3.3, 3.5, and 3.12 into the typology and as Table 3.7
reveals these vessels are drawn from a wide geographical area. This agrees with
Richards’s (1987, 93-9) earlier observation that there is a remarkable level of
consistency in the dimensions and ratio values of urns recovered from cemeteries across
the country. Together with Richards’s observation, the fact that we can place vessels
from other cemeteries into the typology further promotes the idea that potters were

producing vessels according to culturally acceptable standards.
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Form Group Figure Urn Number Cemetery
AAI 3.1 1402 Loveden hill (Lincs)
4Aii 3.1 3258 Loveden hill (Lincs)
1Di 3.2 2319 Heyworth (Yorks)
1Di 3.2 3402 Sancton (Yorks)
3AiI 3.3 26 Loveden Hill (Lincs)
1Bii 3.3 A9/249 Loveden Hill (Lincs)
5Bi 3.5 138.3 Mucking (Essex)
1Di 3.5 139.2 Mucking (Essex)
2AI 3.2 632 South Elkington (Lincs)
2Ai 3.12 1572 Caistor-by-Norwich (Norfolk)
1Di 3.19 1636 Caistor-by-Norwich (Norfolk)
1Di 3.19 1885 Caistor-by-Norwich (Norfolk)

Table 3.7: The typology of form developed in this chapter is applicable to pottery
obtained from cemeteries across England.

Despite the fact that most of the types are represented at both Cleatham and
Elsham, and that vessels from other cemeteries fit in to the typology, there are some
disparities which merit discussion. For example, Group 6A and 2Ai urns were present
at Cleatham but were not found at Elsham (Table 3.6). Similarly, Group 1D urns are
common at Elsham but not at Cleatham, whilst Group 1B urns are common at Cleatham
but not at Elsham (Table 3.6). This might simply be a result of levels of preservation or
sample size, but it does raise several questions. Were different communities of potters
producing different forms? And are some of these forms just micro-style variants as
opposed to being different functional classes? For example, consider the differential
frequencies of the 1Bi and 1Di at Cleatham and Elsham (Table 3.6). As the mean
volume of 1Bi urns at both cemeteries is ¢.5.2 litres, and that of 1Di is c.4.3 litres, and
their mean rim diameters and heights are also very similar, we might suggest that both
types performed the same functions (Figures 3.30, 3.31 and 3.32). The Cleatham
community were used to making 1Bi urns to carry out a specific task, whilst the Elsham
potters were more accustomed to the 1Di version. The idea of ‘functional equivalents’
will be discussed further later in the chapter. Having identified the range of forms, and
established that these pots were used in the production and consumption of fermented
produce, we must now consider how each form may have functioned in the domestic

sphere.
The Form and the Function

One of the most basic relationships that can be elucidated in ceramic studies is the link
between form and function (Rice 2005, 207-11, 224-5). Each task in which a pot is
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employed places specific demands on it, and each category of use requires a different
combination of attributes and properties of form, such as: the amount of produce to be
held; whether the contents will be solid, liquid, hot or cold; the stability of the vessel;
how often the contents will be accessed and moved in and out; the duration of each use
episode; whether the pot will be tended whilst in use; or, whether utensils will enter it.
Although the use-alteration evidence demonstrates that cremation urns were employed
in fermentation processes before their burial, given the range of forms, it is safe to
assume that not all vessels functioned in the same manner. We must therefore attempt
to discover how they were used and the roles that they may have played in the
production and consumption of this produce. One way that this may be done is by
drawing ethnographic analogies with specific morphological characteristics and

combining this with use-alteration data.
Use-Alteration

The first point to note is that, as almost all types suffer from internal pitting (Figure
3.45), each form was involved in the production and consumption of fermented produce
(note that whilst no 1Bi urns were internally pitted at Elsham, 31% of Cleatham’s 1Bi
urns were internally pitted). This is not an unexpected finding, indeed, in his study of
use-alteration characteristics on Gamo pottery (see Chapter 2), Arnold (2002, Table. 1;
2003) found that all vessels involved in the production and consumption of produce
fermented by lactic acid suffered from internal pitting, even the drinking vessels. It was
anticipated that a plot of the frequency of use-alteration occurring on each of the types
identified in the present study might shed some light on whether some forms suffered
from attrition more than others (Figure 3.45). As Figure 3.45 demonstrates, however,
no patterns emerged. Once more, this observation is in keeping with Arnold’s (2002,
348) findings that the levels of attrition cannot be considered as marker of the frequency
of use, or the duration of use. Thus, we cannot identify whether one particular form
held fermented produce for longer than any other — for example, a short-term container,
such as a drinking vessel, compared to a longer-term fermenting vessel. Our best
chance of understanding how these vessels might have been used, then, is by

considering their forms.
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Figure 3.45: Histograms showing the frequency of internal pitting on the various
form-types identified from the 285 classified Cleatham urns and the 154 Elsham
urns.

Form

An extensive survey of the relationship between form and function has been undertaken
by Henrickson and McDonald (1983). They considered pottery produced and used by
24 societies ‘with widely diverse economic and sociopolitical systems, ranging from
isolated hunter/gatherer/horticulturists to peasant towns’, recording properties of vessels

and their primary functions (Henrickson and McDonald 1983, 631). The following is a
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brief overview of their findings and it forms a basis for interpretation of each of the

types identified in the new typology of Anglo-Saxon vessel form.

One of the most important characteristics of form is the relationship between the
diameter of the opening and the maximum diameter (Ratio 5, see above). As Rice
(2005, 212, 241) observes, an unrestricted orifice provides easy access and aids the use
of the hands or utensils when stirring or extracting the contents. Henrickson and
McDonald (1983, 632-3) confirm this observation, revealing that pots used in the
storage of dry goods tend to have wide openings that allow easy access and the
scooping-out of contents. Open-mouthed pots are not restricted to the storage of dry
goods; when used as containers for liquids, unrestricted mouths facilitate filling and
extraction by ‘dipping’ or ladling. If a vessel has a restricted opening, on the other
hand, then it may be more difficult to get the contents in or out. This does have its
advantages, however, as narrow mouthed vessels are often found to contain liquids as
they facilitate pouring, prevent spillage during serving and processing, and inhibit
evaporation. Narrow mouths also allow easy closure of the pot with a wooden or
ceramic lid, or a tied-down piece of leather or textile, for example — interestingly, lids
are more commonly associated with the storage of liquid. Smaller orifices might also
indicate that access is infrequent or that the contents will be stored for longer periods of
time (Henrickson and McDonald 1983, 632-3; Rice 2005, 212, 25-6, 241).

The height, width and volume of pottery vessels are also significant functional
concerns for the producers and users of pottery. Indeed, access to the contents of a
vessel may be restricted if a vessel is deep; in contrast, access is almost immediate with
a shallow, wide-mouthed pot (Rice 2005, 225-6). In addition to the ease of access,
shallow, wide-mouthed pots have low centres of gravity and this provides them with
stability when full. Vessels used in longer-term storage are often taller than they are
wide, whilst the opposite characteristics are common in vessels used for short-term
storage. It is typically noted that the size of longer-term storage (weeks or months)
vessels may render them immobile when full, whilst shorter-term storage pots are
generally smaller and easier to manoeuvre. The number of people whom a vessel may
serve also has bearing on its size. Indeed, personal serving and consumption pots are
often considerably smaller than their communal counterparts. Indeed, it has been noted
that ‘family-sized’ bowls are roughly three times the volume of ‘individual-sized’ bowls
(Henrickson and McDonald 1983, 632-3).
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The Functional Properties of Anglo-Saxon Types

Consideration of the groups identified in the typology in light of these functional and
use-alteration characteristics suggests a relatively narrow range of functions and that
some types may have been functional equivalents. For example, groups 1Ai, 1Aii, 1Bi,
1Bii, 1Di all have very similar Ratio 1 values and similar levels of neck restriction, a
point confirmed by the similarity in their mean rim diameters. In addition, the mean
volumes of 1Aii, 1Bi, and 1Di are all within a litre of one-another, as are the volumes of
1Dii and 1Bii (Figures 3.26-3.32). A consideration of the functional characteristics of

each of these types adds weight to the suggestion that they were functional equivalents.

According to Henrickson and McDonald (1983, 632-3), restricted necks suggest
the storage of liquid. Each of the types 1Ai, 1Aii, 1Bi, 1Bii, 1Di, and 1Dii, possess this
characteristic. If used to contain liquids, the similar levels of neck restriction of each of
these types (Figure 3.32) would restrict access to the contents but prevent spillage and
evaporation, and also facilitate pouring. The largest vessels (LAi) may represent longer-
term storage, but given their volumes, they are not so bulky that they would be
immobile when full — perhaps they were just used in situations that required more
produce (Figure 3.31). In contrast, the volumes of the smaller Group 1 vessels (1Aii,
1Bi and 1Di and the smaller 1Bii, and 1Dii) would make them considerably easier to
move. The small diameter mouths of all urns in Group 1 (Figures 3.26-3.28), along
with their slightly everted and upright rims, would also facilitate closure by a skin or
textile cover and it is interesting that McKinley (1994, 103) observes that whilst some
urns from Spong Hill did have ceramic lids, others appear to have been sealed with
some perishable materials such as leather or cloth. Although no vessels were identified
with lids at either Cleatham or Elsham, a survey of published cemetery reports
demonstrates that ceramic lids are more commonly found with vessels in Group 1
(Table 3.8 and Figure 3.46). These observations correspond with Henrickson and
McDonald’s (1983, 632-3) findings that narrow mouthed vessels are more frequently
associated with lids, and that such lidded vessels are commonly associated with the

storage of liquid.
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Form

Cemetery | County Urn Number Fig. | Reference Group
Mayes and Dean

Baston Lincs 42 10 1976 1Bi
Spong Hill Norfolk 1360 36 Hills 1977 1Bi
Spong Hill | Norfolk 1085 70 Hills 1977 1D
Spong Hill Norfolk 2483 51 Hills et al. 1987 1Ai
Spong Hill | Norfolk 2586 52 Hills et al. 1987 1Ai
Spong Hill Norfolk 2531 52 Hills et al. 1987 1Bii
Spong Hill Norfolk 2642 53 Hills et al. 1987 1Bi
Spong Hill | Norfolk 2056 51 Hills et al. 1981 1Ai
Spong Hill | Norfolk 1835 73 Hills et al. 1981 1Ai
Spong Hill | Norfolk 1875A 74 Hills et al. 1981 4Aiii
Spong Hill | Norfolk 1875B 74 Hills et al. 1981 4Aiii
Spong Hill | Norfolk 1936 80 Hills et al. 1981 AAii
Spong Hill | Norfolk 1806 | 81 Hills et al. 1981 1Bii
Spong Hill | Norfolk 1963 82 Hills et al. 1981 ?
Spong Hill | Norfolk 1991 88 Hills et al. 1981 ?1Bii
Spong Hill | Norfolk 1784 88 Hills et al. 1981 1Biii
Spong Hill | Norfolk 1778 89 Hills et al. 1981 1Ai
Spong Hill | Norfolk 2090 89 Hills et al. 1981 1Bii
Spong Hill | Norfolk 2099 90 Hills et al. 1981 1Ai
Spong Hill | Norfolk 1772 90 Hills et al. 1981 1Bi
Spong Hill | Norfolk 2035 91 Hills et al. 1981 1Bi
Spong Hill | Norfolk 1753 92 Hills et al. 1981 ?1Ai
Spong Hill | Norfolk 1791 | 101 Hills et al. 1981 4Aiv
Spong Hill | Norfolk 2048 | 100 Hills et al. 1981 1Ai
Spong Hill | Norfolk 2111 | 105 Hills et al. 1981 AAiii
Spong Hill | Norfolk 1892B | 104 Hills et al. 1981 1Bi
Spong Hill | Norfolk 2011 | 119 Hills et al. 1981 1Bii
Lackford Suffolk 49,18(6) 15 Lethbridge 1951 1Ai
Lackford Suffolk 48,2494(HG, 13) 15 Lethbridge 1951 ?5Aii
Lackford Suffolk 50,17(A,8) 15 Lethbridge 1951 ?1Ai
Caistor by

Norwich Norfolk 1556 | 275 Myres 1977 ?2/3
Newark Nottinghamshire 3556 | 276 Myres 1977 ?

Table 3.8: Survey of lidded urns in published cemetery reports. Note that the
majority of these urns belong to groups 1A, 1B, and 1D.

With the idea that some form types operated as functional equivalents, it is

interesting to note that the communities using Elsham produced few 1B vessels, yet

they used 1D urns extensively. At Cleatham the opposite situation was noted; 1B was

common, but 1D was relatively rare. What we are possibly seeing here, then, is that

these communities were producing what are essentially micro-style variants of
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functionally equivalent pots. We can suggest a similar situation or functional
equivalents with urns in Groups 2 and 3. Both types are ‘squat’ and have unrestricted
necks (Figures 3.24, 3.34 and 3.35). As the mean heights of urns in Groups 2Ai, 3Ai
and 3Bi, at both Cleatham and Elsham, lie between 187-225mm and there are only a
few millimetres between the means and standard deviations of the rim diameters
(Appendix B), it is suggested that they may have served similar functions; certainly,
there would be little difference in a user’s ability to access the contents of any of these

vessels and all three have average volumes in excess of 5 litres (Figure 3.31).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic
media

Figure 3.46: Lidded urn from Spong Hill. The form of this urn
should be classified as 1Bii (Hills et al. 1987, Figure 51).

In addition to the similarities in rim diameter, height and volume, all urns in
Groups 2 and 3 have low centres of gravity, and almost all have flat, wide bases; they
therefore offer a considerable level of stability. On the other hand, these characteristics,
along with their wide mouths would mean that it would be difficult to pour from them.
Although the slight narrowing from the maximum diameter through to the mouth would
provide some level of protection against spillage, if one attempted to move them there
would be more chance of the contents escaping than if a Group 1 vessel was moved.
Despite this, the stability and wide mouths would mean that it would be very easy to stir
the contents and scoop or ladle them out. Perhaps, then, they may have been involved
in processing or communal consumption activities, where the contents were mixed or
transferred to other vessel types. Certainly, the largest volume types of 2Ai, 3Ai and

3Bi, would be particularly well suited for communal consumption.
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Although stirring, dipping, or ladling may still be a viable means of
manipulating and removing produce from 4Ai pots, these slightly larger heights (than
Groups 3Ai and 3Bi) along with the reduction in mean rim diameter (Figures 3.20 and
3.32), result in a slight decrease in accessibility. Despite this, these characteristics mean
that they would be easier to pour from and that there would be less chance of spillage if
moved. The dimensions of smaller Group 4 urns (4Aii and 4Aiii) would similarly
inhibit a user’s ability to stir, dip and ladle out the contents, yet their narrower and
marginally longer necks (than 4Ai), would make them more suitable for pouring, whilst
slightly everted rims would allow affixation of a skin or textile lid. Such characteristics
might allow urns of 4Aii to be used in a similar manner to those in Group 1, a point
which is supported by the fact the mean heights, maximum diameters and volumes of
the 4Aii urns are almost identical to those of 1Di and 1Aii (Figures 3.30 and 3.31 and
Appendix B). The functional properties of Group 5 urns are very similar to those of
Group 4. Indeed, their slightly taller bodies make their contents less accessible and this
increase in height also makes them, according to Henrickson and McDonald’s (1983,
632-3) study of functional properties of pottery, appropriate for longer-term storage of

produce.

Vessels belonging to Group 6 have similar functional properties to those
belonging to Group 1. Indeed, the Ratio 5 values of urns in this group draw similarities
with those in Group 1A and 1B (Figure 3.29), whilst their average volume is identical to
that of Cleatham’s 1Ai urns (Figure 3.31). It is suggested here, then, that this Group 6
might actually be a very large version of Group 1B. The slightly wider appearance of
urns in this group might simply be a consequence of these vessels requiring extra
stability due to their larger volumes. Their extra width would certainly provide a lower
centre of gravity and therefore increase their stability.

Urns belonging to the miniatures group are the smallest in the taxonomy. Their
volumes and dimensions reveal that they held little produce and suggest that they were
very portable, could be comfortably held in the hand and required little effort to fill.
Their size suggests that they would be unsuitable for storage but they would be suitable
for personal or communal consumption. Intriguingly, the mean height and diameter of
this group suggest that these urns could easily pass through the mouths of the vessels
with the largest rim diameters, that is, 2Ai, 2Bi, 3Ai and 3Bi. It is perhaps no
coincidence, then, that these are the vessels that are most functionally suited to

communal consumption and removal of the contents by dipping and ladling.
176



Having examined the functional properties of each of the groups and compared
this with use-alteration data, we can now consider the functional properties of vessels
used in the production of fermented beverages in ethnographic literature and historical
sources. By doing this we can begin to suggest the roles that each Anglo-Saxon type

may have fulfilled in the production and consumption of fermented produce.
‘Make us a Brew’

We know very little about the techniques of brewing within the early medieval period.
However, as the process appears to be very similar across time and cultures it is worth
gaining an understanding of the basic procedures, so that we can begin to consider how
the various early Anglo-Saxon vessel types might have functioned in the production and
consumption of fermented drinks. First a mash is produced by mixing boiled water with
either malted or unmalted grains. The process of mashing is a key step in the
production of fermented beverages; it produces a saccharified liquid called a wort (later
in the brewing process the sugar in this liquid will be used by the microbes that cause
fermentation to take place). Once the wort has cooled the spent grain may or may not
be removed from it. At this point the bacteria and fungi that cause the fermentation to
take place may be added to the wort in the form of yeast. This is not a necessary
ingredient, however, as levels of airborne microbes and fungi are often sufficient to
begin spontaneous fermentation. In a similar vein, if the wort is left to ferment in
vessels made of porous material, such as wood or low fired ceramic, and this vessel has
already been used to make fermented produce, then the process will be initiated by
starter cultures already present in the vessel wall. At this stage the beverage is left to
ferment (Arthur 2003, 519; Clark 1983, 100; Corran 1975, 12-19; Dietler and Herbich
2006, 400-2; Garine 2001, 194-5; Stone 2006, 15-16).

The fermentation process is a relatively short one. Indeed, the whole procedure,
from the cooling of the wort to the final fermented product being drawn from the
fermentation vessel, is normally completed within two to eight days. If hops are not
added to the wort the resultant beverage (ale) has poor keeping qualities and it has to be
consumed within a few days (Clark 1983, 24; Dietler and Herbich 2006, 40; Stone
2006, 16). In contrast to ale, hopped beer has greater keeping qualities, but as hopped
beer was not introduced to England until c.AD 1400 (Corran 1975, 42-4), it is highly
likely that early Anglo-Saxon fermented drinks were un-hopped and therefore had to be
hastily consumed.
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As noted above, grain may or may or may not be malted before it is used to
make a mash, although malting does increases the sugar content and makes for a more
efficient fermentation. Malting involves soaking the grain in water so that the grains
begin to germinate. The germination produces an enzyme known as diastase which
converts un-useable sugars, held in the starch, to useable sugars that will be used in the
fermentation process. To prevent the grains from growing into seedlings, and using up
all these useful sugar, the brewer has to allow the grains to begin germinating but then
stop them from developing further. Suspension of germination is accomplished by
carefully drying the grains. Drying may be achieved either by heating in a ceramic
vessel or by the use of specialist malting ovens. Grains may also be dried naturally,
although their keeping qualities are vastly reduced. Not only does drying stop
germination, it also preserves the enzymes and starch, and it is not until the malt is
rehydrated in the production of wort that the enzymes are reactivated and able to release
the useable sugars (Corran 1975, 12, 25; Dietler and Herbich 2006, 40).

With an understanding of the process and stages of brewing we can begin to
consider the properties of vessels used in each step and how these may relate to the
types identified in the taxonomy of Anglo-Saxon vessel form. In this respect we must
consider examples where vessel properties, and the way in which the vessels are used,
are well documented. Unfortunately, there is little in the way of written records from
the medieval period that might allow us to gain an understanding of the various vessel
forms used in each of the stages in the process. Ethnography, does, however, provide us
with a window into the properties of vessels. Ethnographic examples, taken from
studies of the Muzey and Duupa (Cameroon) (Garine 2001; de Garine 2011), the Luo
(Kenya) (Dietler and Herbich 2006), and the Gamo (Ethiopia) (Arnold 2002; 2003),
therefore provide us with a starting point in the following discussion, and these are then

supplemented with the scanty evidence from medieval England.

We have already seen the procedure undertaken by the Gamo of Ethiopia
(Chapter 2), in the production of their fermented drinks, but Figure 3.47 reviews the
process and incorporates details of the vessels used in this process. This should be
compared with Figures 3.48 and 3.49, which show the vessels and stages of brewing
and consumption as undertaken by the Luo (Kenya) and the Duupa (Northern
Cameroon). In the first stages of production, when the grain is soaked to release sugars
or begin germination, the vessels used are generally broad and wide mouthed, although

sizes vary considerably (Figure 3.47 and 3.48). The accessibility of such vessels allows
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for easy mixing, stirring and removal of the grain/flour. Vessels belonging to Groups 2
and 3 in our Anglo-Saxon typology would be particularly suitable for such procedures
(Figures 3.24, 3.34 and 3.35).

Once steeped, the grains/flour may be dried, allowed to germinate, cooked or
malted, used to produce the wort, or advance immediately to the fermentation stage; the
latter is exactly the mode of production employed by the Muzey of Cameroon. After
soaking, the Muzey remove the grain from the liquid and the resultant wort is used in
the final fermentation (de Garine 2011, 136). The Gamo, on the other hand, do not
separate the flour but allow it to remain in the liquid until the fermentation process is
complete (Figure 3.47). The vessels in which the Gamo ferment (otto or basta) are of
large volume, with narrow mouths and necks, and are sealable by either a skin lid or by
placing a bow! or base of another vessel over the mouth (Figure 3.47). The pots in
which the Luo ferment their mixture are of a similar form (dak) (Figure 3.48). Such
characteristics are well suited to the storage of liquid and accord with Henrickson and
McDonald’s (1983, 632-3) observations that vessels used to store liquid are often
narrow-mouthed and have lids. Significantly, the makeshift ceramic or leather lids do
not merely help to keep the liquid inside but they actively modify the internal
environment of the vessel, assisting fermentation. Indeed, the yeasts only produce
alcohol if they are forced to respire in anaerobic and acidic conditions. The lids restrict
the flow of oxygen into the vessel and help to maintain a ‘carbon dioxide barrier on the
surface of the liquid’ (Dietler and Herbich 2006, 402). Anglo-Saxon vessels belonging
to Groups 1Ai, 1Aii, 1Bi, 1Bii and 1Di, 1Dii and 4Aii are particularly suited for such
tasks. Indeed, all have narrow mouths and necks that would allow closure by a skin,
bowl or pot sherd; significantly, ceramic lids are most commonly found in association
with urns belonging to Group 1 (Table 3.8). A further point to note is that the average
volumes of such vessels (c. 4.5-8.0 litres) agree with the fact that un-hopped beers have
poor keeping qualities (see above). If beer were being made by individual households
for their own consumption, then, to prevent wastage by spoiling, relatively small

qualities would presumably be the norm.
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Joint mashing and fermenting

Consumption

Water boiled in otto

A 4

Flour placed in a
shelle and the hot
water is poured over
and mixed in to form
a paste; the mixture is
left to cool

A 4

Flour paste and water
placed in to a beer jar
(batsa) or a large
storage jar (otto) and
fermented for five
days before
consumption. Jars are
sealed with pot
sherds, or by placing
bowls over the
mouths.

\4

Drinks consumed from
tsua or gourd cups

otto

shelle

batsa

Rights have not been
obtained for the use of
this image in electronic

media

tsua

Mean volume =12. 6
litres

Mean volume =11.7
litres

Batsa mean volume =
65 litres and otto =
12.6 litres.

Mean volume =1 litre

Figure 3.47: The process of beer production and consumption followed by the

Gamo (Ethiopia) and the vessels used at each stage.
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Malting and fermenting

Mashing and fermenting

Consumption

Grain ground into
flour and soaked for

\ 4

Soaked flour roasted
in a pot sherd or
small pot for 30 mins
then dried in the sun
for 1-2 days.

A 4

Flour stored in
baskets for up to one
year.

Y

Flour mixed with
unroasted grains,
cold water and
fermented in a dak
which is sealed with
a cowhide lid for an
average of 3 days.

A 4

Unfiltered beer
poured into either
large (thago) or
small (mbiru or
nyalaro) communal
pots and mixed with
hot water. Beer
drunk through
straws (oseke)

2-6 days in a thago
or mbiro.

Rights have not been obtained for the use
of this image in electronic media

thago (left) and dak (right)

Rights have not been obtained for
the use of this image in electronic
media

nyalaro (left) mbiru (right)

Rights have not been
obtained for the use of this
image in electronic media

agwata

(Kenya) and the vessels used at each stage.
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Soaked flour dried in
the sun for 1-2 days.

A 4

Flour stored in pots
until needed.

A 4

Stirred into boiling
water and then
allowed to cool; 1
hour.

v

Flour mixed with
water and malt and
fermented in a
sealed dak for 2
days.

\ 4

Beer filtered through
a woven filter
(dhing) into a mbiru
or nyalaro.

v

Consumption by
dipping gourd cups
(agwata), tin cans or
enamel cups.

Figure 3.48: The process of beer production and consumption followed by the Luo
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Figure 3.49: The stages in brewing bumma beer, followed by the Duupa of
Cameroon (Garine 2001, Figure 16.3).
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Before consumption of the beer, the grain/flour is separated from the liquid; this
may occur at a number of stages in the production process. For example, if making
unfiltered beer (kwete), the Luo pour the flour/water mixture into the serving thago or
mbiru and as the beer is drunk through straws the separation occurs at the point of
consumption (Figure 3.48). On the other hand, if making otia (filtered beer), the beer is
poured from the dak, though a woven filter (dhing), into the serving vessels (thago or
mbiru) (Deitler and Herbich 2006). The Muzey, by comparison, filter the liquid before
the final fermentation (de Garine 2011, 136). We do not see any dedicated filtration
vessels in the typology of Anglo-Saxon vessel form, but as discussed in Chapter 2, and
in Perry (2012), when used in conjunction with a fibrous medium such as hay or straw,
vessels with post-firing-perforations in their lower walls and bases could have served as
adequate filters. Although perforations are not restricted to any particular type, and
indeed we see that they are present in vessels as dissimilar as those belonging to Group
2Ai and the ‘miniatures’ group, this may simply represent different modes of filtration
or that the filtering was undertaken at different stages in the brewing process (Figure
3.51).

Distribution and consumption are the final steps once all the stages of the
brewing process are complete. The properties of the vessels used in these situations
reflect the modes of distribution and consumption. For example, we have already seen
that the Luo drink unfiltered beer through straws, while portions of filtered beer are
drawn by dipping small containers into the liquid (Figure 3.48). Dipping requires a
wide unrestricted neck, which the thago, mbiru and nayalaro all possess. If dipping
was a mode of Anglo-Saxon serving, then the best-suited vessels are those with wide
mouths, large volumes and low centres of gravity. Characteristically, such vessels
belong to Groups 2 and 3, particularly 2Ai, 3Ai and 3Bi, although Groups 4Ai, and 6A
possess similar qualities. Alternatively, distribution might be achieved by pouring
quantities of beer from small narrow-mouthed vessels into individual bowls or cups
(Figure 3.50). Such a mode of distribution in the Anglo-Saxon period might have been
achieved by using small narrow-mouthed vessels like 1Aiii, 1Bii, or 1Dii, for instance,
or even the 1Aii, 1Bi, and 1Di (Figures 3.26-3.28).

After distribution comes consumption and beer and this is normally achieved by
using small portable vessels. For example, the Gamo use gourds and small jars (tsua),
whilst the Luo gourds (agwata), tin cans and enamel cups (Figures 3.47, 3.48 and 3.50).

Specifically, if drinking filtered beer, the Luo’s drinking vessels need to be small
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enough so that they can be dipped, that is to say that they are able to pass through the
mouths of the mbiru or nyalaro. Within the Anglo-Saxon typology, vessels such as
1Aiii, 1Biii, 3Aiii, 3Biii, 4Aiv, or 5Biii (essentially those of the miniatures group)
would all be suitable for such the final act of drinking; indeed, all have volumes of c.1-
1.5 litres, all have orifices of ¢.10-15cm that would allow them to be used as cups and
all are extremely portable (Figures 3.30, 3.31, 3.32 and 3.43). Furthermore, given their
size one might suggest that these vessels could be used in a fashion similar to the Luo’s
agwata, being dipped into large, wide-mouthed, communal serving pots. These small
Anglo-Saxon vessels could easily pass through the mouths of vessels belonging to 2Ai,
3Bi and 3Bii, for example, which as suggested, might have functioned as communal

serving vessels.

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 3.50: Muzey (Cameroon) beer consumption. Beer is poured from narrow
mouthed jars into drinking bowls (de Garine 2011, Figure 13.1).

It is acknowledged that the discussion outlined in the preceding section focuses
on ethnographic examples and it would useful to supplement the argument with English
historical accounts. Despite the fact that there a small number of sources, dating from
the thirteenth century onwards, which mention the names of vessels that are used in
brewing, there are, unfortunately, no records that outline the process of brewing in
England from the medieval period. Furthermore, as the accounts that do actually
mention specific vessels derive from high-status and ecclesiastical sources (Corran
1975, 25-40), they do not represent the small-scale household production that we might
expect in the early Anglo-Saxon period. None the less it is useful to consider some of

these sources as they help to shed light on the process.

In a thirteenth-century treatise from Hertfordshire, Walter de Biblesworth writes

that the ‘vat’ in which the barley is steeped should be ‘large and broad’ (Corran 1975,
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25). The requirement of a ‘broad’ vessel correlates with the findings of the
ethnographic studies discussed above, where open mouthed vessels such as the Luo’s
thago or mbiru, or the Gamo’s shelle are used to soak the grain prior to fermentation
(Figure 3.47 and 3.48). To this treatise we can add the inventories of medieval
breweries, such as those from the parish of St Martin’s, Ludgate, London, and the
church of St Mary, Somerset, (dated AD 1335 and AD 1486, respectively). These
inventories name some of the vessels used in the process of brewing; these include
leaden cisterns, mash vats, fining vats, tuns and half tuns, ale vats, wort vats, coolers for
wort, cisterns for holding water, mash tubs, water tubs and steeping cisterns (Corran
1975, 31-2). Although this demonstrates that brewing was an activity involving the use
of multiple vessels, and multiple procedures, we are still left wanting for the process of

medieval domestic production.

To the list of vessels named in inventories we can add information from
household accounts that provide insight into the frequency of production and the
keeping qualities of the resultant liquor. In the years 1307-8, at Bolton Priory,
(Yorkshire) ale was brewed, on average, 6.4 time per month (about every five days),
whilst in the years 1336-7, in the brewery of Katherine de Norwich, manufacture was
undertaken, on average, 2.7 times a month (about every ten days) and produced 130-40
gallons (c.610 litres) (Stone 2006, 16). These medieval accounts are supplemented with
documentary evidence from the Roman and later Anglo-Saxon periods. For example, in
the first century, Tacitus records that the northern Europeans produced a ‘liquor for
drinking ... made out of barley or other grain, and fermented into a certain resemblance
to wine’ (Germania XXIII, xxxv; Church and Brodribb 1942). Similarly, Pliny the
Elder records that the ‘people of the Western world have ... intoxicating drinks, made
from corn steeped in water’ (Historia XIV, xxix; Bostock and Riley 1855). Both
accounts, then, appear to suggest that on the Continent the grain was whole when
soaked. Furthermore, in a late ninth-/early tenth-century remedy, reference is made to
‘new ale before it be strained” (Leechbook I, li; Cockayne 1865, 125); the implication is
that at some stage in the brewing process the solids were separated from the liquid and
that the resultant ale was served filtered. With this evidence of form, duration of the
process and the condition of the grain we can begin to suggest a hypothetical process for
brewing in early Anglo-Saxon England, the vessels involved and duration of individual

stages (Figure 3.51).
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Grain soaked in a wide mouthed vessel (for
example 2Bi, 2Bii, 3Aii, 3Bii) for 2 to 3 days to
allow germination and the release of sugars

Water boiled in a plain, undecorated vessel

Soaked grain added to the boiled water. The
resulting mixture, the mash, is left to cool.

A 4

A 4

Method 1
The spent grain is

by using a filtering

also Chapter 2). The
liquid, the wort, is

jars (e.g. 1Ai, 1Aii, 1Bi,

5Ai, 6A). The jars are
sealed with wither a
ceramic, skin or textile
lid. The wort is left to

filtered from the liquid
medium, such as straw,

and a perforated vessel
(Filtering Method A) (see

poured into fermenting

1Bii, 1Di, 1Dii, 4Ai, 4Aii,

Method 2

The mash is poured into
fermenting jars (e.g. 1Ai,
1Aii, 1Bi, 1Bii, 1Di, 1Dii,
4Ai, 4Aii, 5Ai, 6A) and
extra water added. The
jars are sealed with
wither a ceramic, skin or
textile lid. The mixture is
left to ferment for c. 2 to
5 days

ferment for c. 2 to 5 days

v

A 4

into wide-
mouthed

Fermented
drink poured

serving vessel

'

Fermented drink
poured into
smaller narrow-
mouthed vessels
(e.g. 1Aii, 1Bii
1Dii, 1Dii, 4Aii,
4Aiii, 5Aii)

After fermentation the
grains are separated by
pouring the liquid
through a perforated
vessel which contains a
filtrating medium such as
straw (Filtering Method
B). The liquid passes into
a large wide-mouthed
serving vessel (e.g. 2Ai,
2Bi, 2Bii, 3Ai, 3Aii, 3Bi,
3Bii)

A 4

h 4

Rights have not been obtained for
the use of this image in electronic
media

Consumption by
pouring liquid
into small cup-
type miniatures

Consumption by dipping small cup-type vessels/bowls (Miniatures
Group) into a wide-mouthed serving vessel (e.g. 2Ai, 2Bi, 2Bii, 3Ai,
3Aii, 3Bi, 3Bii) or by ladling the liquid from these wide mouthed-
vessels into the cup-type vessels/bowls (Miniatures Group)

(e.g. 2Biii, 3Biii,
4Aiv)

Figure 3.51: Hypothetical flow chart of early Anglo-Saxon beer production process, based
on archaeological, ethnographic and historical sources (urn images from Leahy 2007¢ and
Elsham excavation archive). All scale bars 10cm, see Figures 3.26 to 3.48 for additional

186

details of form-types mentioned in flow chart.



Summary

This chapter has reviewed the previous approaches to Anglo-Saxon vessel form,
suggesting that typologies have previously focused on arbitrary chosen characteristics
and that there is no evidence that the previous classifications had any relevance to the
people who created and used the pottery. Despite regularly criticising Myres’s
typology, analysts have repeatedly attempted to recycle, justify and redefine his types
rather than developing entirely new taxonomies. As a consequence, with the exception
of Richards’s work (1982; 1987), our understanding of Anglo-Saxon vessel form has
advanced very little in the last half century. By considering the form of vessels
produced by modern pre-industrial societies it has been demonstrated that the features
that form the core of Myresian taxonomic systems should be considered as minor
variants of much wider themes. That is to say that biconical, sub-biconical, globular

and shouldered types are merely micro-style variants of wider functional classes.

A review of the folk classification has demonstrated that indigenous taxonomies
are rooted in vessel function but that people make distinctions between these functional
types according to size and ratio-based characteristics. By ignoring whether a vessel is
biconical or globular and considering vessels from the point of view of size and ratios, a
new taxonomy of Anglo-Saxon vessel form has been developed. The taxonomy
comprises six broad groups, each of which is sub-divided according to minor difference
in ratio values and most sub-groups are divisible in to three sizes — small, medium and
large. Classifying the pottery in this way reveals that potters had clear concepts of
acceptable types and that they attempted to manufacture them according to relatively

standardised increments of height and volume.

Many of the identified form-types might be considered to represent functional
equivalents, for example, as urns of the form 1Bi and 1Di have similar volumes,
heights, widths and rim diameters, they probably fulfilled the same functional roles. As
there is a suggestion that some types are more common at Cleatham than Elsham, and
vice versa, we might suggest that this tells us that different communities of potters were
producing functional equivalents according to localised traditions. Such a suggestion
accords with Herbich’s (1987) idea of ‘micro-style’ variation. That is, although they
might have been producing the same types of vessels, different communities of potters
were manufacturing slightly different versions of these types. These localised variants

result from localised ‘conceptual traditions’, which develop out of the learning patterns,
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motor habits, social relationships and habitus of the potters who produce them and the
consumers who use them (Dietler and Herbich 1989; 1994, 464; Herbich 1987, 195-6).
At this stage, however, we must be wary of drawing firm conclusions from the
frequencies in which the various forms appear as only those vessels with complete
profiles have been considered here. It is quite possible that the frequencies of
occurrence would change considerably if the forms of vessels with incomplete profiles
were also considered. Although the typology is based on vessels from just two
cemeteries, it is clearly applicable beyond the bounds of North Lincolnshire. The idea
of functional equivalents can be progressed further by considering the functional
properties of individual types alongside the use-alteration data described in Chapter 2.
Indeed, by taking such an approach, it has been possible to suggest the roles that these

vessels may have played in the production and consumption of fermented produce.
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Chapter 4
Decoration
Introduction

In 1855, after noting the similarity between English urns and those held in Hanover
museum (Germany), J.M. Kemble proclaimed that ‘the urns of the “Old Saxon” and
those of the “Anglo-Saxon”, are in truth identical ... The bones are those whose tongue
we speak, whose blood flows in our veins’ (Kemble 1855, 280). This statement was to
provide the blueprint for the study of urn decoration for well over a century. Indeed, as
late as 1986 J.N.L. Myres stated that urns were ‘invaluable’ to ‘providing us with a clue
to which parts of the continental homeland ... the different groups of the invaders came’
(Myres 1986, 27). As the following discussion demonstrates, despite Myres’s (1969,
120) suggestion that ‘[T]here are a great many ways in which the pottery of any
primitive people can be expected to throw light on their habits and customs, their
religious beliefs and artistic sensibilities, their economic conditions and their social
arrangements’ the main lines of enquiry into Anglo-Saxon vessel decoration have been
concerned with dating, the identification of ethnic groups and movement of these

groups and individuals throughout England.

This chapter aims to follow some of the avenues of research put forward by
Myres. It compares the types of decoration found at the cemeteries of Cleatham and
Elsham, revealing cemetery-based preferences and traditions, and explores the
distribution of decorative types through the cemeteries. By focusing on the operational
sequences followed by potters in the process of decorating, and the way that decoration
is applied and arranged around these vessels, it is argued that we can gain considerable
insight in to the way that cemeteries were organised, the environments in which pottery
was produced, the relationships that may have existed between potters, and finally, the

way in which decorative traditions evolved and were maintained.
Past Views

As with any study of early Anglo-Saxon pottery, we must begin with the prolific work

of Myres. Myres focused on decoration as the primary means by which to classify the

pottery and it is worth reviewing his reasoning behind this, his aims, his methodology

and some of the conclusions that he drew. His taxonomy begins with the simplest form

of decoration, with subsequent divisions increasing in complexity. Urns belonging to
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‘Group 11.1 — Horizontal Decoration’, for example, are defined by a band of incised or
grooved lines around the neck. This group is then subdivided according to whether
vessels also possess bosses, dots/jabs, faceting and/or stamps (Myres 1977, 16-17). The
purpose of sorting the material in this way was, Myres claimed, so that further
discoveries could be organised into ‘meaningful relationships with others of their kind’,
but, by default, such categorisation allow ‘conclusions of a chronological or
topographical nature’ to be drawn (Myres 1977, 12).

Myres saw these chronologies as being the key to understanding the introduction
and development of Germanic styled pottery in England and a means by which to plot
movement of the migrants throughout the landscape. He believed, for instance, that in
the earliest stages of the ‘invasion’, potters were likely to ‘recall and to imitate the
simpler forms of decoration familiar in their former homes’. However, ‘as time passed
... ornamental schemes would develop in their own way ... increasing in complexity and
originality ... and diverging ever further from continental fashions’ (Myres 1969, 24).
Put simply, modes of decoration that found parallels on the continent were thought to be
early, whilst those that did not were thought to be later, insular, developments.

Myres’s views on the chronological development of decoration are best
demonstrated by his discussions of stehende Bogen (standing arches) and panel-style
stamped decoration. For example, whilst stehende Bogen are common in the
traditionally Saxon and Frisian regions on the continent (the area between the Rivers
Elbe and Weser (Germany) and westwards into the Low Countries) they are “virtually
unknown’ in Anglian areas (such as Fyn and Schleswig). As scholars working on
continental pottery dated stehende Bogen designs to the latter part of the fourth and the
first half of the fifth centuries, Myres claimed that ‘their presence in England is a clear
indication of the Saxon element among the new-comers and of their establishment here
well before 450° (Myres 1977, 29). In contrast, he suggested that as panel-style
stamped decoration, which is common in sixth-century England, has so few parallels on
the continent that ‘it seems to have been an almost purely English development’ (Myres
1969, 58).

The extent to which urns were seen as a reflection of the movement of ethnic
groups and individuals is demonstrated by Myres’s interpretation of the distribution of
footed and un-footed Saxon Bucklurnens (urns decorated with elaborate bosses) and the
‘face-urn’ from Markshall (Norfolk). In discussing the movement of people who
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preferred their Buckelurnen with an applied foot-ring , in comparison with those who
preferred it without, he reported that ‘[t]he distribution of the former seems to fan out
from the Humbrensian area over the Northern Midlands, while the latter appear to
spread rather from East Anglia south-westward through Middle Anglia to the upper
Thames valley and to have penetrated at quite an early stage as far as such Berkshire
sites as Harwell and East Shefford” (Myres 1969, 101-2). The implication here is that,
as footed Buckelurnen are common in the Elbe-Weser region of Germany, it is possible
to date and chart the movements of these Germanic folk throughout England purely on
the distribution of a type of decorated urn. He went even further when commenting on
the ‘face-urn’ from Markshall (Norfolk), on which the bosses are decorated in the style
of human faces, stating that it is so similar to urn 58 from the cemetery of Wehden
(Germany) that ‘it is indeed difficult not to believe that these two urns are the work of
the same potter’ (Figure 4.1), although he did acknowledge that it is impossible to
determine whether the urn was imported from Germany to Norfolk, or vice versa
(Myres 1973, 237).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.1: ‘Face-urns’,Urn LXX, Markshall (Norfolk; left); urn 58, Wehden
(North Germany; right) (Myres and Green 1973, Plates X and XI).

Over the last 40 years Myres’s approach to the grouping and dating of urns has
been met with severe criticism and the following provides a brief résumé of the
problems highlighted (for a full account see Dickinson 1978; Kidd 1976; Leahy 2007a;
Morris 1974; Richards 1987). Dickinson (1978, 333) has pointed out that he frequently
placed undue emphasis on specific elements in order to classify urns; the presence or
absence of a foot ring, for instance, was used to draw together a selection of vessels
with otherwise very different characteristics. Similarly, although Myres drew parallels

with continental vessels, and used them to apply dates to the English material, he never

! A petrological study of these vessels would, however, answer such a question.
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defined ‘how far and in what respects two vessels must resemble each other to be called
parallels’ (Kidd 1976, 202). Moreover, many of the continental vessels that were used
to date the English urns had themselves been dated by comparisons drawn with English
pots (Morris 1974, 227).

A number of authors have advanced alternative methodologies to those of Myres
for the classification and study of decoration. For example, in studying the material
from the cemetery of Loveden Hill (Lincolnshire), Fennel (1964) grouped vessels into
three classes according to whether they were plain, had linear decoration, or were
stamped. Each class was then subdivided according to the morphological ratios of
height to width, and rim diameter to maximum diameter (see Chapter 3). He did not,
however, make any attempt to explain the reason behind such an approach or what one
might hope to demonstrate by analysing decoration in this way. Further problems with
Fennel’s study have been identified by Richards (1987, 28). Indeed, Fennel’s system of
categorisation means that two vessels possessing exactly the same mode of linear
ornamentation can be placed in completely different groups simply because of the
presence or absence of stamps. Despite his methods, Fennel’s end goal was extremely
similar to that of Myres and after sorting the material he attempted the identification of
continental parallels in order to determine the chronology of settlement in southern

Lincolnshire.

In her analysis of Spong Hill, Catherine Hills (1977, 12) sorted decorated
pottery into groups defined by the presence of linear, plastic (the addition of more clay,
or the extrusion of a part of the vessel body to make ridges or bosses), and indented
decoration (including stamps and finger-tip impressions). Like other authors, Hills
(1993) attempted to identify continental parallels for the English materials, however
unlike Myres she did not focus on a single form of material culture or highlight
individual vessels, stating instead that it is ‘not ... sufficient to find one or two pots or
brooches in England which look like some in Germany to demonstrate immigration’
(Hills 1993, 16). She compared the whole burial assemblage from Spong Hill with
those assemblages excavated from sites on the continent, which revealed that
assemblages of grave goods from Spong Hill were very similar to those from
Slderbrarup and Bordesholm (Germany), both of which are cemeteries in the
traditionally ‘Anglian’ area of the continent. On the other hand, although much of the
decoration seen on the Spong Hill pottery could have had an Anglian ancestry, the most

frequent styles are in keeping with those found in the cemetery of Westerwanna
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(Germany), which is located in the traditionally ‘Saxon’ area of the continent. She
reports that ‘the people buried at Spong Hill owed many of their ideas about how to
bury the dead to ideas current in Schleswig-Holstein [the Anglian area of the continent]
... [but], for some reason, after a generation or two, most of their pottery was decorated
in a style derived from Saxony’ (Hills 1993, 19-22). Although she does not explicitly
state it, her observations imply that what we are dealing with at Spong Hill is a culture
whose practices cannot be identified as specifically ‘Anglian’ or ‘Saxon’, but rather
these people and their material culture are the product of an amalgamated society with

diverse cultural origins.

A further approach to the study of urn decoration has been developed by Kevin
Leahy (2007a). Leahy was clearly aware of the dangers in drawing continental
parallels, the application of dates, and identification of ethnic affiliation. Therefore, in
his study of the urns from Cleatham, he focused on the stratigraphic relationships
between urns in order to ‘phase’ decorative groups. In doing so he was able to
investigate the growth of the cemetery and the evolution and development of ceramic
fashions (see Chapter 1). Leahy’s system is the most transparent and rigorous
decorative classificatory system of any of the published studies of Anglo-Saxon pottery.
The clarity of his taxonomy means that further discoveries, and indeed those vessels
already excavated, can be (re)categorised easily and with confidence. Although his
system is based on the material from a single cemetery, he did attempt to test its validity
beyond Cleatham. Given the similarity in modes of decoration across the country, he
was able to group and, thus, ‘phase’ urns from other cemeteries. These phases were
then compared with the grave goods associated with the urns and, encouragingly, he
reported that earlier and later grave goods correlated with earlier and later phase
decorative styles (Leahy 2007a, 89). However, as the system has only been tested
against associations of dateable artefacts with paralleled pots, and not against
stratigraphically related pots in other cemeteries, one must be wary of wholesale
application of phases to vessels in other cemeteries. Fortunately, as stratigraphic
relationships between urns were recorded at Elsham it will be possible to test the

applicability of Leahy’s phasing beyond Cleatham (see below).
Stamp Groups and Potting Workshops

One line of enquiry into urn decoration which moves beyond classification and the
determination of ethnicity and chronology, is the identification of vessels that were
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potentially produced by the same potter, or in the same workshop. Myres (1937, 391-2,
395-6) suggested that such pots can be identified on the basis of their shared stamps,
groups of stamps, or same mode of complex linear decoration. By considering the
frequency and distribution of these vessels Myres proposed that it might be possible to
gain an insight into modes of production and gift exchange. The simplest form of
production, he argued, is that represented by pairs of pots in the same cemetery, which
were so similarly decorated, sharing the same stamp, and often buried in close
proximity, that they may represent the work of a single ‘household industry’ (Myres
1969, 126-7). The next level is that of potters who were in ‘business in a small way’
(Myres 1969, 126-7). These potters produced vessels with a ‘professional’ finish and
may have distributed surpluses between friends and neighbours, alternatively the potters
producing such vessels may have catered for a large household. Archaeologically, this
second situation manifests as four or five pots, of the same style, including the same
stamps, in a single cemetery (Myres 1969, 126-7). By the late 1970s Myres (1977) had
identified 157 such groups, and subsequently the identification of these potting
workshops became commonplace in cemetery reports authored by a number of scholars
(for example, Hills 1977; Hirst and Clark 2009; Kinsley 1989). The best example of
this is provided by Spong Hill. Here Hills (1980, 204-6) has identified in excess of 40
stamp-linked groups, most of which consist of about five urns but the largest — Stamp
Group 7 — contains 31. The characteristics and the distribution of these stamp groups,
she suggests, demonstrate the use of specific areas of the cemetery by separate

communities or families (see Figure 1.2).

Moving beyond this cemetery-specific level of manufacture, it has been
suggested that there is evidence for larger-scale distribution and production. This is
revealed by small numbers of stamp-linked vessels found in different, but proximal
cemeteries. As these cemeteries are often no more than a few miles apart, for example,
Girton and Newnham, or Girton and St. John’s (Cambridge), Myres thought that the
presence of stamp-linked pots may represent gifts obtained through marriage, the work
of a small-scale producer who distributed their wares through a ‘central market of some
kind’, the work of an itinerant potter, or the product of a female potter who after
marrying into a different community took ‘her pottery stamps and taste for decoration
with her to her new home’ (Myres 1937, 396; 1969, 127-8). Given that evidence for the
production of pottery in the early Anglo-Saxon period reveals that pottery was being

produced at the level of the individual household, for individual household consumption
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(see Chapter 1), it seems unlikely that such vessels were being distributed through a
‘central market’. It is perhaps, more likely, that similarly decorated vessels that found
in cemeteries that are in close proximity to one another were the products of people

moving with their pottery, gift exchange, or potters relocating.

Myres thought that itinerant producers might be responsible for vessels that are
similarly decorated but distributed over considerable areas, such as those thought to
have been produced by the so-called Sancton/Elkington (Figure 6.4) and
Sancton/Baston potters (Figure 1.9), for example. Indeed, Sancton/Elkington vessels
have been found at cemeteries as far as ¢.45 miles apart, at Sancton (Yorkshire) and
South Elkington (Lincolnshire), as well as at Cleatham and Elsham in between (Leahy
2007a, 127-8; Myres 1969, 129). Those vessels attributed to the Sancton/Baston potter
are even more dispersed, being identified at Sancton (Yorkshire), Baston, Loveden Hill,
Cleatham, Elsham (all Lincolnshire), Illington (Norfolk), Newark (Nottingham), and
Melton Mowbray (Leicestershire) (Figure 1.19) (Myres 1977, Figures 347-8; Leahy
2007a, 128-9).

Although Myres (1937, 394-6) saw vessel groups that were linked by the
presence of identical stamps and complex linear decoration as being the product of the
same hand, recent analysis suggests that this was probably not the case. Arnold and
Russel’s (1983) study of vessels attributed to the Sancton/Baston potter demonstrates
that, although very similar, in most cases stamp dies used on different pots were not in
fact identical. Moreover, the clay sources used to make these vessels were cemetery
specific. As a consequence, they concluded that it ‘seems doubtful that we can envisage
a “potter” or “workshop” being responsible for the group as a whole’ (Arnold and
Russel 1983, 25). As an alternative they suggested that the similarity in form and
decoration may have some ‘heraldic or totemic significance ... to a family or kin group’
and that the vessels might be the product of a single ‘lineage’; their occurrence in
multiple cemeteries was thought to be the result of members of the lineage/kin group
relocating, perhaps for reasons such as marriage, and then continuing to make pottery in
the fashion to which they were accustomed (Arnold and Russel 1983, 27). Of the
Sancton/Elkington pots, Leahy (2007a, 128; 2007b, 50-1) has drawn attention to the fact
that there is considerable variation in the quality of forming, the application of
decoration to pots, and a lack of consistency between the ceramic fabrics of each urn,
both within and between the cemeteries. This, he suggests, indicates that the pots

should probably be seen as a regional style rather than the product of an individual
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potter or workshop. It would appear, then, that whilst larger scale production was
initially thought to be responsible for these regional styles, it now seems that they were
in fact household products that were following wider regional traditions.

The largest scale of production identified by Myres — the household industry — is
only evidenced by a single group of pottery, the groups attributed to the late sixth-
century, so-called Illington/Lackford potter (Figure 1.12). Over 100 examples of this
type have been found on no less than ten sites throughout Suffolk and it is thought that
they represent the nearest thing to commercial production in the early Anglo-Saxon
period (see Chapter 1 for a full discussion) (Myres 1937, 391; 1977, 349-56).

In common with Myres, T.C Lethbridge believed that stamps were ‘the key to
our Saxon pottery’, being equivalent to the potter’s signature and as such he saw that
‘[n]o publication of an Anglo-Saxon cemetery ... should omit a detailed study of the
stamps’ (Lethbridge 1951, 14). In response to a request from Lethbridge to assist in the
classification of decoration, stamp groups and potting workshops, Teresa Briscoe
established the Archive of Anglo-Saxon Pottery Stamps (Briscoe 1981). Briscoe’s
archive is organised such that all early Anglo-Saxon pottery stamps are classified and
recorded according to a standardised typology, with casts and rubbings being taken of
all known examples of stamped pottery. These records allow comparison of material on
a site by site and region by region basis, in order that distributions of types can be
identified and stamps deriving from the same die recognised (Briscoe 1981). The
establishment of this archive has gone a long way to satisfying Lethbridge’s desire for
detailed study of stamps and stamp groups in published cemetery reports (for example,
Hills 1977; Hills 1980; Hills et al. 1994; Hirst and Clarke 2009; Kinsley 1989). To a
large extent, the study of these stamps and stamp groups has become the main thrust of
investigation into urn decoration. For example, of over 400 pots recovered from
Millgate (Nottingham) (Kinsley 1989), detailed discussion is devoted to those 53 pots
that were attributed to one of fourteen stamp groups. The remainder of the urns are

relegated to brief descriptions in the catalogue of finds.
Urns as Epitaphs

Richards’s 1987 volume The Significance of Form and Decoration of Anglo-Saxon
Cremation Urns marked a significant change in the way that archaeologists viewed the
form and decoration of Anglo-Saxon cremation urns. On the basis of anthropological
and archaeological studies by scholars such as Plog (1980), Weissner (1984), and
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Pollock (1983) — who suggest that decorative styles are a form of communication that
provide details about and maintain social boundaries — Richards proposed that urn
decoration was actively manipulated as a means by which to communicate details about
the deceased. He suggested that ‘it should be possible to “read” a cremation vessel in
an analogous fashion to that in which a tombstone may be read’ (Richards 1987, 19,
42). Viewing the overall decorative scheme as a combination of elements such as
chevrons, vertical, horizontal and diagonal lines, standing or hanging arches, and
stamps, he attempted to correlate the constituent parts with grave goods and the age and
gender of individuals within the urns (Richards 1987, 65-9).

Richards examined 2440 urns, but due to varying levels of preservation and
post-excavation analysis, he was only able to consider the ages and genders of the
remains of 775 cremated individuals from the total 2440 urns. For these 775 burials
particular aspects of urn decoration, such as incised chevrons, arches, or vertical and
horizontal lines, were cross-tabulated and compared with attributes of the cremated
remains, such as age and gender. Although the numbers were generally too small to
reveal significant results, a small number of relationships were, nonetheless, noted. For
example, pots with lines sloping to the right are about 75% less likely to contain
children or young adults, while vessels decorated with slashes are about half as likely to
contain the remains of children or young adults. Urns decorated with hanging arches are
about half as likely to contain the remains of adults, but where they do it is more likely
that the remains will be female and not male, and, finally, urns displaying upright or
reversed chevrons are more likely to contain the remains of females (Richards 1987,
114-15, 167-8, Tables 20 and 54).

Although these relationships do suggest that decoration may have been a means
by which to communicate details about the dead it must be borne in mind that they are
not clear-cut nor are there very many of them. If one considers hanging arches, for
example, although they are statistically less likely to contain the remains of adults and
males, they are not the preserve of non-adult groups, nor are they restricted to females.
Whilst Richards acknowledged that there were very few statistically significant results,
little emphasis or clarification was given to how few there actually were; it is worth
doing this here. Of the seventeen forms of linear incised decoration that were tested
against nine age and gender skeletal groupings only nine statistically significant
relationships were identified out of a possible 153 (data derived from Richards 1987,

Table 54).
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Having examined skeletal groupings, Richards moved on to consider whether
urn decoration could be correlated with grave goods. Intriguingly, he reported that
‘most grave goods exhibit distinctive links with categories of incised decoration’ and
that ‘by implication, it is possible to predict from the design of a funerary vessel that it
is more likely to contain some grave goods, rather than others, without any previous
knowledge of the contents’ (Richards 1987, 161-2). Amongst other relationships, he
identified that: bronze tweezers are statistically less likely to be found in vessels
decorated with chevrons; vessels with diagonal lines sloping to the left are more likely
to contain combs, although there is no such link with those sloping to the right; urns
decorated with dots are likely to contain bronze sheet, bronze tweezers, brooches,
combs, iron fragments, or miniature iron tweezers and sheers; vessels decorated with
standing arches are significantly linked with combs, iron fragments and rivets,
miniature iron blades, sheers and tweezers, and worked flint; and, finally, stamped
decorated vessels are statistically linked to glass vessels, miniature iron blades and
miniature tweezers (Richards 1987, Tables. 52a-e and 65). Thus, it would appear that
whilst there were few links between skeletal groupings and urn decoration, there are
many more statistically significant relationships between urn decoration and grave

goods.

Although these grave goods and urn decoration relationships may be statistically
significant, there are considerable problems with Richards’s sample and he gives little
consideration to how these relationships might develop. Indeed, of the 2440 urns
considered, 675 come from Spong Hill (28%), and these, along with a further 1213 from
five other cemeteries, account for 77% of the total number of urns studied (Richards
1987, 58). Richards’s data set is, therefore, heavily biased towards a very small number
of cemeteries. Moreover, if we consider the apparently significant relationships on a
cemetery by cemetery basis, it becomes clear that we cannot ‘predict from the design’
what the urns might contain. For example, if — as Richards’s statistics suggest — there is
a high probability that urns decorated with standing arches will contain a bone comb,
then, as standing arches are more common at South Elkington than at any of the other
cemeteries in his study (Table 4.1), we would expect to see at least a small number of
bone combs among the grave goods of this cemetery, and perhaps, proportionally, even
more than at any other. Yet, this is not the case; no combs were identified at South
Elkington (Richards 1987, Tables 1, 9, 17, 18, 52a-e and 65).
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Site Number | % of urns % of urns % of urns with grave

of urns with standing | with grave goods that include bone
arches goods combs

Sancton 243 4.9 56.0 14.0

Spong Hill 675 8.3 63.7 13.0

South 91 12.1 22.0 0.0

Elkington

Illington 94 1.1 34.0 13.8

Mucking 77 3.9 31.2 0.0

Table 4.1: The relationship between standing arches and bone combs. Data derived
from Richards (1987) Tables 1, 9, 17, 18 and 52(c).

A very important insight to emerge from Richards’s study is that despite
identifying a high level of consistency between the types of urn decoration present at
each cemetery, his comparisons also demonstrate that on a cemetery by cemetery basis
there are differences in the frequencies with which particular types of decoration occur
and the ways in which particular motifs are used. For example, he determined that at
most cemeteries ¢.40% of urns are stamped (Elsham = 41%, Newark = 41.5%, Spong
Hill 39.1%, Loveden Hill 41%), yet at Mucking only 11.7% of pots were stamped, 26%
at Caistor, but 60% at Illington. Variation in the way that the stamps were used is also
evident. Potters producing stamped urns at Elsham, for example, had a propensity for
using just one stamp-type per urn, but at Illington the use of two or three per urn is more
common. Although there are similar proportions of stamped urns at Elsham and Spong
Hill (41.0 and 39.1%, respectively) there are, on average, more impressions per urn at
Spong Hill (Richards 1987, 100-4).

Comparable variation to that seen in the use of stamps is also evident in the use
of incised lines. For example, although bands of horizontal lines around the necks of
urns occur on ¢.75% of all pots at all sites studied by Richards, at Caistor there is a
tendency to have fewer than two bands, but at Illington and Lackford the preference is
for more than two (Richards 1987, 99). Similar patterns in variation are observable in
the use of chevrons and standing arches. For example, upright chevrons are more
common than reversed chevrons at Caistor, Elsham, Illington, Lackford and South
Elkington, but at Mucking, Loveden Hill, Sancton and Spong Hill the reverse is true.
Likewise, more urns are decorated with hanging arches than standing arches at Illington
(18.1% vs. 1.1% of the decorated vessels), but standing arches are more frequent at
South Elkington (4.4% vs. 12.1%). At other sites the proportions are roughly equal and
always less than 8.3% (Richards 1987, Table 9).
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Cemetery-based variability is not just restricted to decoration; indeed, it also
extends into the use of grave goods. We have already seen that whilst combs were
found in urns at Spong Hill, Elsham and Sancton, they are absent from those found at
South Elkington and also Mucking. To this differential use of combs we can add
variability in the occurrence of miniature toilet equipment; at Caistor, for example,
miniature iron tweezers and shears account for 11.5% and 11% of grave goods
respectively, yet at EIsham these artefacts account for just 3.9% and 1.5% respectively.
On the other hand, glass artefacts account for 17.6% of grave goods at Elsham but they
are practically absent (0.9%) at Caistor (Richards 1987, 109-10).

To summarise, then, although there appears to be a consistent range in the types
of grave goods and urn decoration from which the early Anglo-Saxons drew, Richards
identifies that on a cemetery by cemetery basis there are considerable differences in the
way that grave goods and types of urn decoration were employed. With this
observation in mind we must return to the apparent pattern of bone combs being
statistically linked to standing arches. As was noted above, the cemetery of South
Elkington had the greatest proportion of standing arches, but despite this, no combs
were identified in the cemetery’s assemblage of grave goods. We might suggest, then,
that the funerary practices of the people burying their dead at South Elkington dictated
that the inclusion of combs within the urn was not an appropriate mode of burial.? In
contrast, the Spong Hill assemblage includes bone combs and urns decorated with
standing arches. Whilst there is no denying that the observed relationship between
combs and standing arches might have been a real phenomenon at Spong Hill, the fact
that the Spong Hill assemblage accounts for 28% (675 runs out of a total 2440) of
Richards’s data, and South Elkington just 4% (91 urns), the Spong Hill data (Richards
1987, Table 1), and therefore the burial practices of the Spong Hill folk, bias the

analysis.

Although Richards did try to look at the various relationships between grave
goods and types of urn decoration on a site by site basis, the reduction in numbers
meant that problems were encountered with levels of significance. The only site in
which there was adequate data to obtain results with which to compare to the total

dataset of 2400 urns was Spong Hill, and unsurprisingly, this site showed the same

2 One might question whether the absence of combs at South Elkington is due to them not being identified
in post-excavation analysis. This is not the case; they were not identified because there were not there to
be identified. Indeed, there were almost no grave goods found in the urns in this cemetery — see Webster
and Myres (1951).
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patterns between grave goods and decoration as had been observed in the larger survey
of 2400 urns. That Spong Hill affected the overall analysis is supported by the
relationship between combs and stamps. At Lackford, Richards observed that there was
tendency not to put combs in stamped urns. When he tested this observation on a
Lackford-only basis, he found that this pattern was statistically significant. This
relationship between combs and stamped urns had not emerged in the cumulative
analysis of 2400 urns, nor did it appear in the analysis of the Spong Hill assemblage
(Richards 1987, 166-7).

Based on the above discussion, then, it seems unlikely that we can, as Richards
suggested, “read” cremation urns in ‘an analogous fashion to that in which a tombstone
may be read’ (Richards 1987, 19, 42). Indeed, while it does appear that there was a
high level of consistency in the types of grave goods used by the Anglo-Saxons, and the
modes of decoration with which they ornamented their cremation urns, when viewed on
a cemetery by cemetery basis, we find that there is considerable variation in the way
that these grave goods and urn decoration were employed. As such we should not
expect that if we observe a relationship between a particular type(s) of decoration and
grave-good(s) at one cemetery, that this relationship will be replicated at any other

cemetery.

Finally, in the consideration of the relationship between urn decoration and
other aspects of the burial we must consider the relatively recent work of Mads Ravn
(1999; 2003). Like Richards, Ravn used statistics to explore the relationship between
grave goods, urn decoration (notably, Ravn did not consider all forms of decoration, he
only considered stamps) and the age and gender of the cremated individual. Ravn
argued that, in order to fully understand burials, all elements of the burial needed to be
considered holistically, rather than, as Richards had done, as a series of one-to-one
relationships. Using Correspondence Analysis Ravn was able to simultaneously
investigate the relationships that existed between multiple aspects of the burial. By
taking this approach, and comparing it with Richards’s method of analysis, he
demonstrated how different statistical methods reveal contrasting results. Using
Richards’s cross-tabulation approach to the study of grave goods and burials, he
revealed that a large proportion of stamps were associated with females, whilst others
were associated with males. However, a multivariate approach using Correspondence
Analysis revealed that some of the stamps that a cross-tabulation method associated

with females, were in fact more strongly associated with masculine elements of burial.
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For example, his stamp type XII, following Richards’s method, was associated with
females, but a multivariate approach shows this type of stamp to be related to elderly
males (Ravn 2003, 108-10, 122).

Unlike Richards, Ravn did not attempt to prove or disprove that cremation urns
were made for the burial, rather he was simply looking to identify relationships between
multiple elements of the burial rite. He concluded that these funerary artefacts,
including the urn, were the product of a selection process that was intended to
‘conspicuously’ express ‘status, ethnicity, age and gender’ (Ravn 2003, 129). Like the
present author, Ravn also criticised Richards’s blanket approach to the analysis of the
burial data. Drawing attention to Richards’s observations of regional variations in the
use of urn decoration and grave goods, Ravn noted that by analysing the material en
masse, and not on a cemetery by cemetery basis, Richards ‘levelled out’ his results
(Ravn 2003, 127). That is to stay that cemetery specific nuances in burial practices
were lost by undertaking cumulative analysis of data from a large number of
cemeteries. He reports that it is inappropriate for scholars to ignore the regionality that
exists in Anglo-Saxon England, suggesting instead that each cemetery and region
should be analysed individually. Only once site specific analysis has been undertaken

should they then attempt analysis on a regional and national level (Ravn 2003, 127).
Symbols and Signs

In this review of urn decoration, we must consider those studies that have suggested
that decoration might be symbolic of pagan belief or invoke certain deities. Hills
(1974, 88-9), for example, has reported on an urn decorated with a runic stamp,
apparently spelling out the name if the pagan deity ‘Tiw’.®> In a similar vein, Myres
(1969, 137) suggested that the use of swastikas as a decorative element might be
associated with the god Thor, or Thunor. For Myres, this association was particularly
strong when the swastika was accompanied by representations of serpents or dragons
(he cites Illington urn 69 and Lackford urn 49.4 as such urns (Figure 4.2), but the
present author remains to be convinced that this is what they are —the motif on the
Lackford urn, in particular, looks more like a quadruped then a dragon), which he
suggests may relate to a myth in which Thor fights the ‘Cosmic Dragon or Serpent’

(Myres 1969, 137). Reynolds (1980) builds on this Thor-swastika association when

% A recent interpretation, however, has translated the stamps as the word ealu, meaning ‘ale’ (Catherine
Hills pers. comm.); this is, potentially, a very significant point in the context of this study (see Chapters 2
and 6).
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reporting on a whetstone, also associated with Thor (Simpson 1979), found inside a
swastika decorated urn from Sancton. Finally, mythological imagery has been
suggested for an urn (R 9/10) from Caistor-by-Norwich, which appears to show a
schematised longboat and barking dog (Figure 4.2). This depiction is thought to
represent a scene from the Norse myth Ragnarok, the end of the cosmos, in which the
wolf Fenrir features alongside a boat made of dead men’s fingernails (Naglfar) (Myres
and Green 1973, 118).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.2: Urns potentially associated with mythology. Urn 69 from Illington
(top left) is decorated with swastikas and serpentine S-shapes (Davis et al. 1993,
Figure 29). Lackford urn 49, 4 (top right) is decorated with swastikas and
quadrupeds (Lethbridge 1951, Figure 8) which Myres interprets as ‘dragons’,
whilst urn R9/10 from Caistor-by-Norwich(bottom) is adorned with imagery of a
boat and barking dog (Myres and Green 1973, Figure 44).

Both the serpent and dog/wolf motifs described above were produced by
freehand drawing in the surface of leather-hard clay. These are not isolated instances.
Although few, and with some more believable than others, examples of zoomorphic
imagery on urns are known from a number of cemeteries. Convincing quadrupeds are
found at Lackford (Myres 1977, Figures 365 Nos 882 and 883) and Hills et al. (1987,
Figure 73) illustrate a vessel from Spong Hill apparently decorated with a stag and

dogs/wolves (Figure 4.3). To this freehand style we can add the very rare zoomorphic
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bossed urn from Newark (Kinsley 1989, Figure 31) — this urn is decorated with animals
that were formed by the addition of clay. Finally, we have examples of animal imagery
stamped into the surface of the clay, of which Eagles and Briscoe (1999) have identified
36 examples. These stamps have a relatively restricted distribution, being confined to

just eight sites on either side of the Wash (Eagles and Briscoe 1999, 108).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.3: Spong Hill urn 2594, decorated with dogs/wolves and a stag (left).
Lackford urn 48.2485 (right) decorated with quadruped animals (Hills et al. 1987,
Figure 73; Lethbridge 1951, Figure 8).

We can only guess at the meaning of such imagery, but Williams (2001, 199;
2005) has suggested that they may represent animals that played specific roles in the
cremation rite. As the majority of animal stamps appear to signify horses, while cattle
and horses(which are associated with transport) are sometimes cremated whole and
their remains included in the urn, Williams (2005, 29) proposes that they may signify
otherworldly guides or shamanistic familiars. Furthermore, at Spong Hill, he notes that
animal remains are ‘slightly more likely’ to be included in urns which are stamped (for
example, 9.2% of urns are decorated with a circular stamp and contain animal bones,
compared to 7.1% of urns decorated with a circular stamp that do not contain animal
bones) (Williams 2005, 21, Figure 3.4) and as it is thought that the stamps themselves
were often made of carved animal bone and antler (although examples made of other
materials are also known; see below), the stamping of urns may have been seen as

‘adorning the dead with animal elements’ (Williams 2005, 24).
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Summary

The above discussion reveals that, with the exception of the work of Richards (1987)
and Hills (1993), studies of decoration fail to consider the bulk of the decorated pottery,
tending instead to focus on restricted groups, such as stamp groups and continental
parallels, or the exceptional, such as animal stamps. This is unfortunate as most authors
would probably agree with Blinkhorn (1997, 117) that we cannot follow Myres (1977,
1) in suggesting that nothing of value can be drawn from the study of plain, undecorated
urns. Yet, the same authors are apparently happy to relegate the bulk of the decorated
pottery to basic descriptions in catalogues whilst a restricted group of more decorative
or ‘interesting’ urns are examined and discussed in detail. We must ask, therefore,
whether we can say anything about those vessels that do not have parallels on the
continent, which have not been identified as belonging to stamp groups and potting
workshops, are not adorned with zoomorphic imagery, or do not have decoration that
appears to invoke certain deities? Likewise, if the pottery was not manufactured for the
funeral (see Chapter 2), and decoration is not therefore the keeper of some epitaphic
code that as archaeologists we are meant to decipher, then what is decoration and can

we actually say anything interesting or meaningful about it?

Encouragingly, the studies discussed above do reveal patterns in the data that
suggest fruitful avenues of enquiry. For example, the emergence of stamp groups, and
development of elaborate stamping in general, seems to have been a distinctly English
phenomenon and one which belongs to the sixth century (Hills 1980; Myres 1969; Ravn
2003). It has been suggested that stamp groups might represent the work of a family
potter, and — as urns belonging to particular stamp groups are seen to cluster together in
cemeteries — that families were burying their dead in family plots (see Hills 1980, for
example). If this elaborate stamping was a late phenomenon, then we must ask how it
evolved and how it spread. Likewise, if stamp groups are indicative of family
membership, can we identify a comparable practice in the fifth century with similarly

decorated, unstamped urns, clustering together in the cemeteries?

In a similar vein to the evolution of elaborate stamping, Richards (1987, 100-4)
demonstrated that although there was a high level of consistency in the types of motifs
found in cemeteries across the country, there are considerable differences in the way
they were employed and the frequencies with which they occur at different cemeteries.
It would appear, then, that localised preferences for specific types of urn decoration
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developed; this is further evidenced by Eagles and Briscoe’s (1999, 108) observation
that animal-shaped stamps seem to be a regionally specific phenomenon, being
restricted to sites on either side of the Wash. Despite these observations, no one has
asked why and how these local traditions develop. It is suggested here that such
questions have not been posed as urns are almost always viewed as finished articles
with little or no consideration being given to the choices that the potter made at each
stage of the decorating processes, the agency of the potter, the potter’s learning process,
their relationship with other potters and the rest of the community, or the cultural
constraints in which they operated. As will be demonstrated below, by viewing
decoration as a social product and result of a chaine opératoire* we can gain
considerable insight into the way that decoration was applied and developed, the spread
of ideas, emergence of community/regional traditions, and the organisation of
family/community burial plots within the cemeteries. As with the study of use-
alteration characteristics (Chapter 2), and the forms of early Anglo-Saxon pottery
(Chapter 3), our understanding of the decorative process can be readily advanced by
drawing analogy with ethnographic literature. The following discussion makes use of a
broad range of ethnographic studies (which specifically sought to understand pottery
decoration) to illuminate the ways in which the decoration on pottery is produced, both
with respect to the physical processes of decoration, but also the effect of social

relationships on the development and maintenance of decorative styles.
The Analysis of Decoration

A number of authors have hinted at there being patterns in the arrangement and location
of designs on the bodies of early Anglo-Saxon pottery, and in differences in the
materials used to make stamping tools. It is worth bringing these observations together
to form the basis of a discussion of the processes involved in decoration, the choices
that the potter made at each stage of the decorative sequence, and how decoration was
arranged around the vessel. Richards (1992, 145-6) has drawn attention to the fact that
decoration is largely arranged in concentric fields around the vessel body, whilst Hills
(1977, 12-3) notes that almost all urns have a continuous band of horizontal lines
around the neck. Hills also points out that stamps rarely occur alone; indeed, they
appear to have been a means by which to fill panels and motifs, or border and

emphasise incised lines. There do, therefore, appear to have been a number of ‘rules’

* The chaine opératoire is defined as ‘the series of operations that transforms a substance from a raw
material into a manufactured product’ (van der Leeuw 1993, 240).
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(or at least dispositions or habits), which influenced how potters decorated their vessels,

how they arranged the decoration, and how specific elements were used.

To gain insight into the Anglo-Saxon decorative traditions we must consider
when decoration was applied, the order in which it was applied, and with what; this
decorative sequence is perhaps best described as the chaine opératoire. A chaine
opératoire approach to the study of pottery considers the whole process from the
extraction of clay, acquisition and addition of tempering materials, through the forming
process, decoration, drying, firing and post-firing treatments (for example see Gosselain
1992; 1998). Although the present study is restricted to the decorative stage, it is
possible to consider this individual phase as a chaine opératoire in its own right. As the
following examples demonstrate, decorators of pottery divide the decorative process
into a series of operations that in effect transform an undecorated vessel into a decorated
one; the chaine opératoire of decoration. It will be shown that each of the operations
are structured by, and performed within, a culturally acceptable set of sequences and
options. The ethnographic studies chosen as a source of analogy have been selected
because they specifically sought to understand the factors, both technical and social, that
affect the way that decorators of pots apply and structure their designs, the order in
which they apply them, the reasons behind design innovation and variation, and the way

that decorative traditions are maintained and evolve.
The Structure of Design

As Rice (2005, 264) notes, the seminal paper on the study of the spatial arrangement of
decoration on pottery is Friedrich’s (1970) ethnographic analysis of paintings on the
pots from the Mexican village of San José and as such this paper provides a sound
starting point for our analysis of pottery decoration. San José pottery is decorated not
by potters but by painters; notably their designs are applied after firing. Painters work
together in small groups and as such they are exposed to one another’s work. They
divide the painting process into two stages; the first involves the division of the vessel’s
surface into bounded areas, or decorative zones, whilst the second involves filling these
zones with designs (Friedrich 1970, 333) (Figure 4.4). Some of the divisions which
establish the bounded areas are compulsory, whilst others are optional. The compulsory
divisions separate the vessel in to horizontal bands that will contain the painted designs
and define the main decorative zone (Figure 4.4 a and b). Optional divisions may

include horizontal demarcation, which separates the main decorative zone from the neck
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and the base (Figure 4.4 c), and vertical division, which splits the main decorative zone
into rectangles (Figure 4.4 d). Despite their optional nature these divisions are carried
out according to certain constraints. For example, horizontal division is restricted to the
shoulder and the area between the base and the main decorative zone (Figure 4.4 c),
whilst vertical divisions are confined to the main decorative zone (Figure 4.4d)
(Friedrich 1970, 333-4).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic
media

Figure 4.4: The design structure of San José pottery decoration. Painting
of the vessel edges (a) is compulsory, as is defining the main decorative
zone (b). The vessel may undergo further, optional horizontal division (c)
and vertical division (d) (Friedrich 1970, Figure 1).

Once the zones that contain the decoration have been defined by painting, the
designs that fill these zones are painted. These designs are organised into two types,
termed ‘design elements’ and ‘design configurations’. Elements are the smallest units
of design whilst configurations are combinations and arrangements of elements (Figure
4.5). Configurations are not employed haphazardly and there are clear restrictions as to
where the painters can apply them. The shape of a configuration may restrict its use to
certain locations although, on the other hand, painters may simply conceive that certain
configurations should only be used in particular areas. The shapes and size of
configurations a, b and c (Figure 4.6), for example, would suggest that all could be used
in the same place, yet some are found only in one area of the vessel, whilst others are
found in two or three areas (Friedrich 1970, 335).
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Figure 4.5: San Jose design elements and configurations (Friedrich 1970, Figure 2).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.6: The locations in which different configurations are used (hatching
indicates that the configuration is used in that area of the vessel (Friedrich 1970,
Figure 3).
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Figure 4.7: Design configurations used by eleven different San Jose painters.
Shaded squares indicate that a particular painter used that configuration, for
example, Painter 1 uses configurations a, e and f, whilst Painter 5 uses b, c, e and f
(Friedrich 1970, Figure 4).

Despite the fact that the painters work together in groups, and that they all work
within the same limits of the same design structure, not all painters use the same range
of elements and configurations (Figure 4.7) and there are significant differences in the
way that individual painters execute those that they do share. Consider, for example,
the five vessels shown in Figure 4.8; in 4.8a we see that the diagonal lines painted
around the vessel’s centre are very thin, close together and numerous. In contrast, those
on the vessel depicted in Figure 4.8b are much thicker, further apart, are fewer, and they
overlap the horizontal lines that define the central zone. Other differences can be seen
in the execution of the flowers that circle the vessels. In Figure 4.8b, the petals radiate
from a central dot, but in the Figure 4.8c there is no central dot and the petals emerge
from a single point. In contrast, the petals in Figure 4.8d are arranged around large
central zones which contain six or seven dots, whilst in Figure 4.8e the petals are seen
to emerge from a small blank circle. Some of these differences can be accounted for in
terms of the tools used — for example, whether thin or thick brushes were used — whilst
other variations may relate to the painter’s skill or aesthetic preferences (Friedrich 1970,
336-41).
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Figure 4.8: Five vessels painted by different individuals. Differences in execution
of design elements and configurations demonstrate individual style (Friedrich 1970,
Figures 7-11).
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Daniel Miller (1985), in his study of the pottery produced in the village of
Dangwara (India), noted that amongst the potters he observed decoration was, like in
the San Jose tradition, conceived as a set of structures, elements and motifs, and it is
worth summarising his observations. Dangwara painters use horizontal lines to divide
vessels into three compulsory decorative zones or ‘fields’ (Miller 1985, 98). The first
field is found immediately below the neck; the second, between the neck and the
maximum diameter; and the third, known as the basal field, the area between the
maximum diameter and the base (Miller 1985, 98-9). Once defined, these fields are
filled with decoration. Decoration takes the form of elements, pans (triangle shapes that
are used to divide the fields — Figure 4.9) and motifs. Elements are the smallest
irreducible painted shape, such as straight or wavy lines, circles, spirals and blobs; they
never appear in isolation but are combined and elaborated to produce motifs and pans
(Miller 1985, 99-101).

Like the elements and configurations of the San José decorators, the Dangwara
conceive that certain pan and motifs are restricted to given areas of the pot and that the
horizontal fields can be divided into optional sections. These divisions are achieved by
applying the triangular pan. The pan splits the horizontal field into panels and these
panels are then filled with other motifs. Although this division is optional, the pan
themselves, and the divisions, are restricted to the area between the neck and the
maximum diameter (Figure 4.9). Despite working within the same repertoire of
elements and motifs, individual painters may or may not choose to use particular
designs or show preferences for certain types, and there are considerable differences in
the way that individuals execute the same motifs (Miller 1985, 104, 112, Table12).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.9: Dangwara pan. Pan are restricted to the shoulder field (Miller 1985,
Figure 33).
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The order in which a Dangwara pot is decorated is also of interest as this aspect
of the chaine opératoire establishes the overall design. Like the San José painters, the
decorators of the Dangwara pottery apply their designs after vessels have been fired.
First a cloth is used to wipe red ochre around the neck and the maximum diameter; in
effect this establishes the fields. Painting follows this and the first area to be painted is
that between the base and the maximum diameter. Here, a cloth dipped in paint, is used
to draw vertical lines, overlapping semicircles, diagonal lines, or V shapes (Miller 1985,
109-10). In the second stage the cloth is discarded and the decorator uses the spine of a
date-palm leaf to apply paint. The lines that delimit the neck field are painted first; this
is followed by the application of pan and/or motifs (Figure 4.10). For the pan, the outer
limits of the triangle are outlined and these are then filled with wavy and straight lines.
The potter may or may not choose to draw each pan before they move onto the motifs
that alternate with the pan (Miller 1985, 108-9).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.10: Painting motifs in the shoulder field. In this case the painter has
chosen not to apply pan in the shoulder field; also note that the neck field and the
basal field have already been painted (Miller 1985, Figure. 37).
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To summarise, then, in common with the San José case-study presented above,
the individual Dangwara decorators decorate their pottery within the limits of a design
structure and whilst certain aspects of the structure are optional, the decoration is
applied in a specific order. Although they use a range of motifs, certain motifs are
restricted to certain zones, and even though decorators are aware of the whole set of
motifs they may or may not choose to use them all. Furthermore, individual painters
execute particular designs according to personal idiosyncrasies. Observations of such
practices are repeated time and time again in the ethnographic literature. Gosselain
(1992) noted, for example, that the potters of the Bafia (Cameroon) conceive their
decoration as a three-tier system. The first level is compulsory and comprises the
establishment of a rouletted zone around the upper part of the vessel body. Next,
optional bordering of this zone takes the form of applied clay coils or the incision of
horizontal lines (Figure 4.11). Diagonal lines or incisions, appearing singly or as
groups, may then be used to form chevrons in this zone (Figure 4.11). Finally, and
again optionally, small knobs of clay may be placed at the top of the angled lines
(Figure 4.11) (Gosselain 1992, 573).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.11: Bafia (Cameroon) pottery (Gosselain 1992, Figure 5).
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The first stage in the decoration of water pots produced by the Luo of Kenya
involves covering the neck and body with braided grass or roulette impressions. Next,
the neck is separated from the rest of the body by a set of reed impressions. The main
decorative zone is contained between this band and the maximum diameter. This zone
is decorated with horizontal bands and although two are most common, one or three
bands do also occur. Bands may be enhanced by scalloping or lobing, or they may
contain other detached motifs (Figure 4.12) (Herbich 1987, 196-8; Herbich and Deitler
1991, 124; Deitler and Herbich 1998, 250). Wallart (2008, 185-193) notes that the Dii
potters (Cameroon) restrict decoration to given areas of the vessel and that the
decoration is applied in a regular, prescribed order, whilst Arthur (2006, 44) describes
the types of decoration employed by the Gamo, noting that particular types of
ornamentation are restricted to certain vessels and that the individual elements are

confined to specific locations on the pot.

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.12: Luo water pots manufactured and decorated by a single potter
community in the Ng’iya market (Herbich 1987, Figure 2).
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Tools of the Trade

Having considered the structure of decoration and the order in which it is applied, it is
useful to consider the tools involved in the decorative process. In particular, this
discussion focuses on how individual potters use different tools to accomplish the same
result. This is a particularly salient point for the present study as Anglo-Saxon potters
clearly used a range of tools, often made of different materials, to apply their decoration

(see below and Briscoe 1981).

The structure of decoration on vessels produced by potters in Bafia village
(Cameroon) has already been highlighted but it is worth considering the range of tools
that they use, as, their decoration, like that of the early Anglo-Saxons, consists of marks
made in the surface of the clay before firing. All Bafia potters apply a band of
rouletting on the upper part of the body; this stage is compulsory and forms the base on
which all further decoration is applied (Figure 4.11). Rouletting is achieved by rolling a
hair curler, a pleated- or knotted-strip roulette, or a twisted-string roulette across the
surface of the wet clay; each type of roulette notably produces a different pattern.
Whilst some potters use three of these tools, others use just one or two. In the second
stage of decoration lines are incised within the rouletted zone and/or bordering it. These
incisions are made with the tip of a Bifid stick or the point of a calabash scraper
although the same result is achieved with either tool. Intriguingly, this is a secondary
use of calabash scrapers as they are primarily employed in the forming stage to join the
coils of clay and thin the vessel walls (Gosselain 1992, 573; 2000, 196).

Like the Bafia, potters residing in the Luo district of Kenya decorate their
vessels with roulettes (Figures 4.12 and 3.6). Whilst those in the Luo village of Usenge
(Figure 3.6, vessel 5) use a stripped and dried corn cob, potters in the nearby Luo
village of Aram (Figure 3.6, vessel 6) use either a rolled and twisted- or braided-cord
roulette made from reeds. Other Luo communities — the Ny’iga, Akala, Tinagre, and
Mariso — use roulettes of braided grass or nylon (Figure 3.6, vessels 1-4) (Herbich 1987,
198; Herbich and Dietler 1991, 120). Tool variation is not restricted to the implements
used to produce the rouletting. For example, in establishing the band that delimits the
neck from the main decorated zone the Ny’iga potters use a split reed shaft, whilst those
of the Aram use a twig from the Euphorbia bush (Herbich 1987, 198; Herbich and
Dietler 1991, 120).
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Unsurprisingly, a survey of the ethnographic literature reveals that tool-based
variation amongst potters working within the same repertoire of structure and design is
a commonly occurring theme. Indeed, Arthur (2006, 45) reports that different Gamo
(Ethiopia) potters incise lines with either a sheep’s tooth embedded in the end of a stick
or two iron prongs protruding from a wooden handle. Potters of the Philippine town of
Gubat use cowry shells, metal spoons, or empty glass bottles to decorate their pots with
bands of burnished zigzag lines, whilst those residing in the village of Shanti Nagar
(Delhi State, India) use either a pointed wooden stick or a piece of metal to apply small
incisions along the rims of their pipe bowls (Freed and Freed 1963, 34, 39; London
1991, 193).

The Development of Decoration and the Spread of Ideas

As the above examples demonstrate, individual potting communities appear to be
governed by their own traditions, which dictate the way in which they decorate their
vessels. We must consider what factors and processes ensure that they are able to
maintain the traditions and/or allow them to evolve. As the following demonstrates, the
answer to this question is largely found in the socio-political and economic
environments in which pottery is produced and the relationships between individuals in
these communities. This is a particularly salient point for our study because, as has
been discussed, although there is a high level of consistency between the types of
decoration seen on urns found in the cremation cemeteries of early Anglo-Saxon
England, the way in which these decorative elements are used (for example, upright,
reversed, continuous or broken chevrons — see above and Richards 1987), and the
frequencies in which they occur, vary on a cemetery by cemetery basis. Furthermore,
by the sixth century, a new type of decoration — panel-style stamped decoration —
emerged in Anglo-Saxon England that was absent from cemeteries on the continent
(Myres 1969, 58). By consulting the ethnographic literature, we can begin to gain an
understanding of how this level of consistency was maintained, how these cemetery-

based variations developed, and how the later panel-style stamped decoration evolved.

Gosselain (2000, 193) suggests that decoration is a particularly visible and
technically malleable stage in the chaine opératoire. This suggestion is certainly
supported by the examples discussed above, with potters choosing different tools to
decorate vessels, applying optional motifs, dividing decorative areas into compulsory
and optional zones and, as the following will demonstrate, developing their designs and
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incorporating these innovations into the acceptable repertoire. In contrast to the
application of decoration, the forming and shaping stages of manufacture are largely
resistant to change as they are the product of motor habits and manual automations that
were learned during the potter’s apprenticeship. Unlike decoration, any changes that are
made at the forming stage may jeopardise the entire manufacturing process (Arnold
19809, 181; Gosselain 2000, 193; van der Leeuw 1993, 240; Wallaert 2008 179). In
agreement with the observation that forms remain largely static, but that decoration is
malleable, numerous ethnographic studies report ‘drastic’ changes in decoration over
relatively short periods of time, even within a single decade, whilst the vessel forms and
modes of manufacture remain largely constant (Arnold 1987, 553; 1989, 181; Deitler
and Herbich 1998; Gosselain 2000, 171-2; Wallaert 2008, 179, 197).

A key concept to understanding the maintenance and evolution of decorative
styles is the environment in which potters learn and practice their craft and the social
relationships that exist in this environment, particularly those between the learner,
teacher and peer group. Learning is not simply the transition of knowledge from one
person to another; rather it involves a level of socialisation and the acquisition of a new
element of social identity. Learners are expected to attain a certain level of competence
that is determined by the teacher or group; to achieve such a level is to be accepted by
the group, to become a member of that group and to share a sense of group identity. In
essence, potters are part of, and pottery is produced within, a ‘community of practice’ —
a ‘group of practitioners with a shared source of group identity’ (Bowser and Patton
2008, 108). Moreover, as Wallaert (2008, 179) notes, learning does not end with the
completion of an apprenticeship and, indeed, the communities of practice in which
potters operate ensure that learning is a continual process. As will be shown below, the
social relationships that exist between individuals in these communities of practice often

manifest themselves in the decoration of pottery and influence the learning process.

Returning to the Luo of Kenya we see that potters are female and taught to pot
after marriage. Their learning is part of a larger post-marital re-socialisation in which
the women are indoctrinated into the husband’s way of life. Wives relocate to the
husband’s homestead and are taught by their mother-in-laws and/or, as they are
polygamous, their co-wives. Learning takes the form of watching and imitating the
teacher, rules as to what is acceptable are never expressed, and the teacher corrects the
learner with phrases such as ‘No, that is not right — watch me’ (similar modes of

learning are reported amongst the Dii potters in Cameroon (Wallaert 2008, 190)). By
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learning in this way, the women acquire a set of habits and dispositions that appear
‘natural’ and this ensures that they adopt and perpetuate the local ceramic traditions
(Herbich 1987, 201; Herbich and Dietler 2008, 232-4).

Despite the learning process, the Luo’s decorative styles do not remain static
and, once taught, the potters do not slavishly reproduce them. Indeed, all potters have a
slightly varied, if limited, range of decorative motifs which they may choose to share
with others in their community. Any innovations that a potter might make are governed
by the acceptable bounds of tradition and they are produced using the tools and
techniques gained from apprenticeship (Herbich 1987, 201; Deitler and Herbich 1998,
254). As noted above, Luo potters are female and they are taught to pot by their co-
wives and mother-in-laws. As tension and competition exists between the co-wives,
after learning, the wives may choose to spend considerable time visiting friends in other
homesteads and potting with them. These interactions expose the women to the works
of other potters and in particular other potter’s personal variations in design. On the one
hand this helps to maintain and encourage an ‘overall intra-community homogeneity’
and ‘consistent range of variation’ but it also facilitates the development and spread of
new ideas and designs (Herbich 1987, 201).

Intriguingly, the introduction, development, and subsequent adoption of new
designs are largely the result of the social relationships that exist within the groups. For
example, Herbich observed that the innovations of one particular potter were adopted by
others in the community because of her ‘personal popularity’ and willingness to help
others improve their potting skills. On the other hand, a second potter tried persistently
to maintain a personal decorative technique but this was never adopted by her co-wives
as she was considered to be unpopular and a ‘complainer’ (Herbich 1987, 201-2). One
community of potters split into two factions after an argument. Although they had
originally made a range of identical pots, after the dispute one group made minor but
consistent changes to the way that they decorated their vessels (Herbich 1987, 195-202).
What these examples demonstrate is that although the potters produce decoration within
an overall Luo repertoire, the ‘micro-styles’ (different local conceptual traditions — see
Chapter 3) that are produced by individual communities are heavily influenced by the
social relationships and tensions that exist between potters in that community (Herbich
1987, 201-2). Hypothetically speaking, we might consider, then, that in the early
Anglo-Saxon period, particular motifs such as standing arches or chevrons may have

been be adopted and reproduced by individual potters for no other reason than that they
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had been exposed to, and liked the work of, or had a good relationship with, another

potter who used such motifs.

Dietler and Herbich are not alone in observing that social relationships influence
the decoration of pottery. Indeed, DeBeor (1990, 103) demonstrates that social relations
between Shipibo Conibo (Mexico) potters manifest themselves in the decoration of their
pots. Whilst Bowser and Patton (2008, 106) report that the decorative styles produced
by potters living in Conambo village, in the Ecuadorian Amazon, may be understood as
‘part of their motivated political strategies and the active process of constructing,
maintaining, and negotiating of social identity, group membership and group
boundaries’. The Conambo are an egalitarian society, and although individuals may be
considered to be of higher status, no particular person is given charge of village politics
or community enterprises. Decisions are made when the community reaches consensus
through a process of ‘painstaking visiting and discussion among adults of different
households’ (Bowser 2000, 224-5). Potting is a female activity and the pots are made
for household consumption only; girls begin to learn the craft as children with the
majority being taught by their mothers. Unlike the Luo, the Conambo potters operate
within a matrilineal society, with most post-marital residence being matrilocal. The
community of practice includes potters of all ages and skill, from the young learning to
pot, through the newly married, to the middle-aged and the elderly (Bowser and Patton
2008, 105-12).

Among the Conambo, the women’s work is very personal to them, with
decorations being conceived from dreams and seen as a link with the spirit world
(Bowser 2000, 228). They strive to produce high quality, beautifully painted chica
(beer) drinking bowls as these as viewed as a ‘valued signifier of a woman’s social
personhood’ and contribute to her ‘respect within the community’ (Bowser 2000, 227;
Bowser and Patton 2008, 108-10). Whilst the decorative styles of individual potters
closely resemble those produced by their matrilineal kin there are differences within the
work produced by individuals and these are seen to correlate with their life stages and
political allegiances. For example, in middle-age the potters may move out from their
parents and establish their own homes. At the same time they expand their social
networks, actively participating in the community’s political systems, and accordingly
their status within the community increases. As chica bowls are used to drink beer at
socio-political gatherings in the home, the women are frequently exposed to the designs

of their peers. Consequently, middle-aged potters expand their decorative repertoires
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and incorporate stylistic influences from women of their own generation who are
becoming their allies (Bowser 2000, 231; Bowser and Patton 2008, 112-21).

Older women are not involved in these socio-political endeavours, even though
they are perceived as being of the highest status. They have already passed through the
socio-political process and as a result their work resembles that of their own generation
— that is those women who were their “allies’ at the time that they had influence over
social politics (Bowser and Patton 2008, 112-19). Older women are considered to be
the most accomplished potters and painters and as such other potters pay particular
attention to their designs. In particular the younger potters, who are not yet active
participants in socio-political activities, see the skill and elevated status of older
practitioners and in an attempt to improve their own potting skills draw influence from
their designs. Their work is readily identifiable as belonging to that of the kin group but
their pots show a greater similarity with those of the older generation than they do with
those of the middle-aged (Bowser and Patton 2008, 127). One might be surprised to
find that age influences the decoration of pottery, but similar patterns of age-related
variability have been noted amongst the Kalinga (Phillipines) (Longacre 1981, 63).

From these examples we can see that innovation, and the evolution and
maintenance of design traditions can be heavily influenced by the social relationships
between and within groups. It would be foolish, however, to suggest that this is the
only factor that affects design. Indeed, as Eerkens and Lipo (2008) demonstrate,
changes may be in part due to the introduction, accumulation, and reproduction of
random errors over generations. Furthermore, errors are introduced and styles may
evolve when decorators attempt to copy the designs of communities operating outside
of their own traditions. Indeed, Gosselain (2008, 171-2) identified such a situation
amongst the work of the Zarmagande potters (south-western Niger). Zarmagande
potters considered the decoration on jars produced by the Zarma-speaking Bella to be
‘prettier’ than their own and as such they attempted to copy them. However, there were
considerable errors in their organisation of design structure and the painted designs were
not as expertly or boldly executed (Gosselain 2008, 171-2). Such errors are, as
Gosselain (2008, 172) notes, ‘inherent in the context that the borrowing took place:
potters are imitating a style by observation alone, rather than through apprenticeship and
guidance regarding the tools and techniques used, and must devise their own solutions

by drawing on their personal stock of technical knowledge’.
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The Zarmagenda example introduces to the discussion another element that
influences innovation. Both the Bella and the Zarmagenda produce pottery to sell at the
local markets and as the Bella pots sell better there is an economic impetus for the
adoption of the Bella style and customers actively encourage the Zarmegenda to
produce Bella-styled pottery (Gosselain 2008, 172). It seems unlikely that economic
concerns influenced ceramic style in early Anglo-Saxon England; indeed, as was
discussed at length in Chapter 1, pottery in the early Anglo-Saxon period appears to
have been produced on an ad hoc basis by individual household for their own
consumption. Clearly, then, pottery traditions are, as Gosselain (2000, 190) suggests,
‘sociotechnical aggregates’, being a ‘complex blend of inventions, borrowed elements,
and manipulations that display an amazing propensity for redefinition by individuals
and local groups’. By considering structure, the use of tools and factors that influence
the evolution of designs we can now move forward to consider the decoration of early

Anglo-Saxon pottery and the context in which it was produced.
The Structure of Decoration on Anglo-Saxon Pottery

Upon opening virtually any published cremation cemetery report, a reader is likely to be
faced with an apparently bewildering array of designs on the cremation urns. On closer
inspection, however, we can begin to see that urn decoration was extremely structured
and consisted of a limited number of elements. Broadly speaking these elements can be
divided into three groups: linear incised decoration; stamped decoration; and plastic
decoration (Hills 1977, 32-3; Mainman 2009, 595; Richards 1987, 65-8). As will be
demonstrated here, there were clear ‘rules’ determining how these elements were used
and the order in which they were applied. To begin to understand these ‘rules’ we must
first examine the structure of urn decoration. In setting out the catalogue of urns from
Spong Hill, Hills (1977, 32-3) outlined a number of observations about how the designs
on cremation urns are organised, although she did not pursue this in any great detail.
The observations seem to suggest that the Anglo-Saxons were not just applying
decoration in a haphazard fashion, but that they held clear perceptions about how this
decoration should be organised and structured. Hill’s observations form the basis of the

following discussion.

The simplest form of urn decoration is that of ‘faint narrow incised lines’ and
‘broad shallow gouged grooves’ around the neck of the vessel (Hills 1977, 32-3). These

grooves or lines may occur alone or, more generally, in conjunction with other
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decorative elements, such as vertical and diagonal lines, chevrons, and standing and
hanging arches. These other elements are typically arranged in a single line around the
vessel, but it is not uncommon to find a double band. Plastic decoration, formed by the
application of clay, takes the form of ridges and bosses of various shapes. Narrow
ridges, forming cordons, are often located around the neck, and these may be plain or
slashed. Furthermore, ridges are often seen to be formed into arches or ring shapes,
which, like the cordons, may be slashed or plain. Bosses, on the other hand, are often
organised into a single band around the body. They may be round, vertical-elongate,
horizontal-elongate, plain or decorated, closely spaced, or arranged so that they define
panels. The final form of plastic decoration is a band of faceting, usually found on the
carination of pots (Hills 1977, 32). Impressed decoration, or stamping, is the final mode
of ornamentation. As Hills (1977, 32-3) notes, stamps are nearly always found in
association with linear motifs, forming panels between chevrons and bosses, or

accompanying the horizontal lines around the neck; rarely are they found in isolation.

From Hills’s comments, then, we can see that the Anglo-Saxon potters had a
clear concept of how decoration should be applied and arranged, and how individual
elements within the design were to be used. Her observations reveal that the potters
largely produced designs accord to two closely related structures, which we will term
here Structure 1 and Structure 2; these are schematised in Figure 4.13. Both Structure 1
and Structure 2 comprise three zones which we will term the Horizontal Zone, the Main
Motif Zone, and the Basal Zone. The Horizontal Zone takes the form of a band of
horizontal lines around the neck. Whilst stamps or further incised decoration may be
placed between the horizontal lines, it is the consistent use of a band of horizontal lines
around the neck which defines this zone. The Main Motif Zone is the area in which
large motifs are placed and the zone in which most of the decoration occurs. The Main
Motif Zone is located below the Horizontal Zone and it extends down the vessel body.
If decorated according to Structure 1, then the Main Motif Zone comprises just a single
band of motifs arranged around the vessel body. If decorated according to Structure 2,
the Main Motif Zone comprises a double band of motifs. Finally, we have the Basal
Zone; this rarely decorated zone is located on the base of the vessel. Like the
ethnographic examples discussed above, we see that early Anglo-Saxon potters had
clear ideas about how decoration should be arranged around the vessel. Each of the

highlighted zones will now be discussed.
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Figure 4.13: The structure of early Anglo-Saxon pottery decoration.

The Horizontal Zone

The Horizontal Zone comprises a band of horizontal lines around the neck (Figure
4.13). Itis the simplest mode of ornamentation and with few exceptions all decorated
vessels possess it. Indeed, only six (1%) of the decorated urns from Cleatham and two
(0.7%) of the decorated urns from Elsham do not have at least a single line around their
necks. If we draw analogies from the ethnographic examples presented above, then, we
might suggest that this pattern is likely to have been the result of potters being taught in
such a way that horizontal lines were viewed as compulsory and that it was ‘un-natural’

to produce a decorated vessel without them.

Despite the simplicity of this ornament there were options open to the potter
regarding how they applied it. Their first choice was in the number of lines to apply;
whilst most potters applied three or four, the numbers range from just one to as many as
twelve (for example, Myres 1977, Fig. 90, Urn 2829). Richards compared the number
of lines around the necks of urns attributed to individual stamp groups, and thus
individual potters, at Elsham and Spong Hill, and established that there was less
variation within stamp groups than between them (Richards 1987, 174). It would

appear, therefore, that the number of lines that a potter placed around a vessel’s neck
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was a product of their personal choice and habits. Again this accords with the
ethnographic examples, which demonstrate that different potters display personalised

nuances in the execution of the same designs.

As well as the number of lines to place around the neck, the Anglo-Saxon potter
had options in terms of line thickness; they may have used only thick or thin grooves or
they may have combined both. If the potter chose to use both, then we see that they
used the thinner lines to border the thicker lines, thus producing an effect similar to that
in Figure 4.14. Although the horizontal lines that were placed in this Horizontal Zone
seem to have been compulsory, potters rarely employed them as the single mode of
decoration. In fact, such minimalism, classified as Leahy’s Group 02a (urns decorated
with a band of horizontal lines stamps around the neck, see Chapter 1), accounts for
only 3.6% and 2.0% of the decorated pots from Cleatham and Elsham, respectively
(Table 4.1).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in
electronic media

Figure 4.14: Urn EL75AF from Elsham. Note that
thicker lines are bordered by the thinner lines in both the
Horizontal Zone and the Main Motif Zone.

Frequently, the Horizontal Zone was elaborated by extending it down the body,
allowing the potter to establish multiple bands of horizontal lines, and filling the spaces
between them with stamps, plastic decoration, and/or incised motifs. By studying stamp
groups Richards (1987, 174) demonstrated that the number of lines per band and the
number of bands produced appears to have been the product of the potter’s personal
preferences and habits. If the Horizontal Zone was elaborated, then, broadly speaking,

the potters used the same repertoire of motifs as used in the Main Motif Zone; for
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example, standing and hanging arches, chevrons, and slashed lines. Notably, however,
when placed in the Horizontal Zone, these motifs were miniaturised so that they were
able to fit between the horizontal lines that define the Horizontal Zone (Figure 4.15).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in
electronic media

Figure 4.15: Urn EL75EG from Elsham. Miniature
chevrons have been placed between the lines that make up
the Horizontal Zone.

The Main Motif Zone

Early Anglo-Saxon potters rarely chose to decorate only the Horizontal Zone. This is
demonstrated by the fact that most decorated urns possess a band of motifs in the Main
Motif Zone. Indeed, 87.9% of Cleatham’s and 91.5% of Elsham’s decorated urns
contain some form of embellishment in the Main Motif Zone. As the decoration in the
Main Motif Zone is often the most visibly striking element of an urn’s decoration, it has
been used by many authors as the main variable by which to classify decorated pottery.
For example, when Myres (1977) classified urns as being decorated with stehende
Bogen, hangende Bogen (standing and hanging arches, respectively) or chevrons, he
was referring to the fact that these Bogen and chevron motifs were the dominant form of
decoration on individual urns — these motifs are located in what is termed here the Main
Motif Zone. Although Leahy’s method of decorative classification also uses the motifs
that dominate the decorative scheme (see Chapter 1), again the motifs are
predominantly found in the Main Motif Zone (Figure 4.16).
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Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic
media

Figure 4.16: Cleatham urn 0194. The decoration on this urn is
characterised by the standing arches that dominate the Main Motif Zone.
Leahy Classifies this urn as 12a — an urn decorated with standing arches

(Leahy 200743, Figure 52).

In decorating this Main Motif Zone, the potters followed one of two structures
(Figure 4.13). If following Structure 1, then they applied a single band of motifs around
the body — for example, the decoration seen on Cleatham urns 0172 and 0807 (Figure
4.13 and 4.17) — but if following Structure 2, then they placed a double band of motifs
in the Main Motif Zone, for example Cleatham urns 349 and 404 (Figure 4.18). The
types of motifs that the potters placed in this Main Motif Zone further affected the
internal structure of the zone. If decorating their urns with vertically incised lines, or
large vertical bosses, then the potters either placed the bosses and lines at equal
distances around the vessel, effectively dividing the Main Motif Zone in to panels, or
arranged the lines and bosses into a continuous band around the body (Figure 4.19). If
they positioned the bosses and lines so as to form panels, then these panels were often
decorated with motifs such as chevrons, arches, stamps, and curvilinear designs (Figure
4.19).

It was not a requirement that the potters formed panels with bosses and vertical
lines. Frequently, they used chevrons, arches, or curvilinear designs to produce a
continuous band of motifs around the body of the vessel (Figure 4.20). If potters chose
to employ bosses alongside a continuous band of motifs, then in this instance the bosses
take on a different function from the one they served previously. Indeed, in this case the
bosses are generally smaller, of a different shape, placed within and between the motifs
(Figure 4.21), or they actually become the motifs themselves, for example, in the form
of bossed standing arches (Figure 4.22). This is exactly what we see ethnographically,
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with potters dividing the vessels into decorative zones, placing motifs in these zones,
and having options open to them in how they structure and divide up these zones.
Intriguingly, Richards (1992, 146) suggested that cremation urns were designed to be
viewed from above and the different internal structures of the Main Motif Zones

produces very different results when viewed in this way (Figure 4.23).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.17: Cleatham urns decorated according to Structure 1 — a single band of
Motifs in the Main Motif Zone.

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.18: Cleatham urns decorated according to Structure 2 — a double band of
motifs in the Main Motif Zone.
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Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.19: The structure of the Main Motif Zone. Vertical lines and bosses used
to create panels — Cleatham urns 388 and 957. Vertical lines and bosses arranged
in a continuous band around the vessel’s body — Cleatham urns 759, 944 and
Elsham urn EL76PQ.
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Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.20: Continuous bands of motifs in the Main Motif Zone — urn 52,
chevrons; urn 788, hanging arches (Leahy’s groups 10a and 11s, respectively)
(images from Leahy 2007c).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.21: Oval and round bosses between and inside motifs in the Main Motif
Zone — Cleatham urns 237 and 708.
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Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.22: Bosses forming motifs in the Main Motif Zone. In this case the bosses
have been used to form standing arches.

Rights have not been obtained for the
use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.23: Decoration viewed from above. Spong Hill urn 3126 (left) (Hills et al.
1994 Figure 74), South Elkington urn 151 (illustration by the author).

There were a considerable number of possibilities open to the potter in how they
executed the motifs used to decorate the Main Motif Zone. If drawing chevrons, for
example, the potter had to decide how many to apply, how to space them around the
body, whether they would be upright, reversed, continuous, or broken, and how many

lines to use in drawing each motif. In terms of the number of chevrons, this decision

231



was probably dependant on the size of the vessel, whilst the number of lines appears to
be related to ‘more localised factors of manufacture’ and the ‘identity of the potter’
(Richards 1987, 171-4). Indeed, like the number of lines that the potters drew when
decorating the Horizontal Zone, Richards reveals that there is less variation between the
number of lines per chevron within stamp groups, and thus individual potters, than
between them (Richards 1987, 174). The same must be said of the choice of whether to
use continuous, broken, upright or reversed chevrons. Indeed, in his attempts to
correlate grave goods with incised designs, Richards (1987, 172-4) noted that whilst
some motifs were correlated with certain grave goods, neither the number of those
motifs, whether they were upright, reversed, continuous or broken, nor the number of
lines used, appears to be important; rather it was the use of the motif itself that was
significant. This is exactly what we saw in the ethnographic case studies, with potters

applying the same motifs but executing them according to personal nuances.

An important point to note is that however the potters chose to decorate their
urns they did not slavishly reproduce the same designs. This can be demonstrated by
considering urns identified as belonging to particular stamp groups. The potter
responsible for Spong Hill urns 1364 and 1366 (Figure 4.24), for example, is seen to use
exactly the same three stamps, order their designs in the Main Motif Zone according to
Structure 1, and produce vessels of the same form (according to the typology of form
devised in Chapter 3 these would be classified as 1Aii). In the Horizontal Zone of both
urns, the potter has established two separate bands of incised lines; the first consisting
of four lines, the second of three lines. On urn 1364 the potter has placed stamps
between these bands, but on 1366 rather than stamps between the bands they have
placed a slashed cordon. On both urns the potter has divided the Main Motif Zone into
panels; this was done by placing equally spaced vertical bosses around the body. On
1366 the potter has positioned bossed standing arches in these panels but on 1364 the

panels are filled with incised crosses.

The same situation, with individual potters varying their designs, can be seen by
considering urns from Elsham. Here, two vessels that were buried next to one another
(EL75KVa and EL75KVb) were decorated with the same stamp, made of the same
ceramic fabric, and were apparently of the same form. However, the potter responsible
for these urns chose to use different motifs when decorating the Main Motif Zone of
these urns. The Main Motif Zone of 5KVa is decorated with stamp-filled panels whilst

the Main Motif Zone of 5KVb is decorated with stamp-filled hanging arches (Figure
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4.24). At Cleatham, the potter apparently responsible for the three urns that Leahy
identified as belonging to Stamp Group 3(Urns 0693, 0284 and 0492) decorated their
urns by placing a continuous band of one-line chevrons in the Horizontal Zone. The
Main Motif Zone of urns 0284 and 0492 is decorated with two- to four-line hanging
arches, whilst on 0693 the Main Motif Zone is decorated with one-line chevrons (Figure
4.25).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.24: Spong Hill urns attributed to Spong Hill Stamp Group 8 (left) (Hills
1977, Figure 67). Two Elsham urns buried in next to one another (EL75KVa, top
right, and EL75KVb, bottom right), made of the same fabric and decorated with the
same stamp.

Although these examples demonstrate that the potters made choices from an
available repertoire, it also reveals that they did not select the motifs on an ad-hoc basis.
In Cleatham Stamp Group 3, for example, we see the potter used either hanging arches
or chevrons in the Main Motif Zone, despite the fact that they were probably aware of
grouped vertical lines or standing arches. Similarly, the so-called Illington/Lackford
potter (see Chapter 1) either decorated the Main Motif Zone with hanging arches,
pendant triangles, or else they left it blank and only decorated the Horizontal Zone

(Figure 1.12) (Davison et al. 1993). This is exactly the situation demonstrated in the
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ethnographic examples, with potters being aware of a range of motifs but choosing
instead to make use of a select group and then varying their designs according to their

personal stock.

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.25: Cleatham urns belonging to Leahy’s Stamp Group 3.

The Basal Zone

Decoration of the Basal Zone — the base of the urn — was clearly optional, with few
potters choosing to decorate it. Only eight of the pots from Cleatham were identified as
having decorated bases and a similarly small assemblage was recovered from Elsham
(just four examples). This is consistent with the observation made by Richards (1987,
94) that in a sample of 1170 urns from ten cemeteries only eight (0.3%) had decoration
on their bases. All of the Cleatham urns with decorated bases were decorated with a
cross (one of these also included stamps), as was one of the Elsham urns. Of the
remaining three Elsham vessels, two had cross-hatched bases, whilst the final vessel is,
for want of a better term, exceptional; its base is shaped into a square and slashed
cordons have been placed around the basal angle (Figure 4.26). It has not been possible

to find any other vessel that remotely compares to this example.
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Figure 4.26: Decorated bases on Elsham urns EL75EO (top), EL7 6CF (middle),
and EL6EK (bottom).
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Although decorated bases are a rare occurrence, we can see patterns in the types
of motifs used in the Basal Zone. We have already noted that the cross motif was the
most commonly employed motif on the bases of urns from Cleatham, and a survey of
published cemetery reports reveals the cross was the most commonly used form of basal
decoration at other cemeteries: for example, at Mucking only four pots were identified
as having decoration on their bases and all were crosses (Hirst and Clark 2009, 595),
whilst the author has counted seventeen crosses on the bases of urns illustrated in the
Spong Hill publications. Two of these take the form of two-line crosses enclosed within
two-line squares (urn 2153, Hills et al. 1981, Figure 42; urn 2708, Hills et al. 1987,
Figure 62); one had a two-line cross within a circle (urn 2360c, Hills et al. 1987, Figure
20); two had two-line crosses (urns 2145 and 3150, Hills and Penn 1981, Fig. 80; Hills
et al. 1987, Figure 47); and the remaining twelve were single-line crosses (urns 2124
Figure 100, Hills and Penn 1981; urns 2678 Figure 43, 2681 Fig. 44, 2796 Figure 49,
2733 Figure 55, 2299a Figure 63, 2463 Figure 69, 2690 Figure 77, Hills et al. 1987;
urns 3057 Figure 42, 3121 and 3125 Figure 45, 3206 Fig 49 Hills et al. 1994). Wilson
(1992, 143) has tentatively identified crosses on the bases of cremation urns as
representations of swastikas. The present author remains sceptical of this interpretation
as clear swastikas have been identified on the bases of two urns at Spong Hill (Hills
1977, Fig 78 urn 1426; Hills et al. 1987, Fig 35 urn 2562). Thus, although decorated
bases are rare, the motifs employed are consistent across the cemeteries; this
demonstrates that potters had a clear understanding of the types of motifs that were

appropriate for use in the Basal Zone.
The Order of Decoration and the Tools Employed

As we shall see in the following discussion, the first stage in the pottery decorating
process was the application of incised lines. Before we consider the process of
decoration in detail we must first ask at what point in the manufacturing process were
these incised lines applied? For example, were they made immediately after forming,
when the clay was wet, did the potter wait until the clay had dried to a leather-hard
state®, or were the lines applied when the clay was bone dry, just before firing?
Consideration of the condition and morphology of the edges of these lines answers this
question. Grooves and incisions made on clay in a leather-hard state have smooth, even

margins. If the clay is too dry (i.e. it is bone dry) when the lines are drawn, then the

> The leather hard stage of drying is the point at which the clay is no longer plastic; it is rigid and can be
safely handled (Rice 2005, 65).
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incising tool causes the surface of the clay to fracture away, leaving the lines with
chipped edges. If the clay is too wet when the lines are drawn then the borders of
incisions are elevated and rough and attempts to smooth them out often result in a loss
definition and/or complete obliteration of the line (Rye 1981, 90). Looking at urns from
a number of cemeteries (for example, Spong Hill, Cleatham, Elsham and Mucking) we
can see that the lines drawn in the surface of the clay possess smooth even edges, thus
we can conclude that, generally speaking, early Anglo-Saxon potters left the clay to dry

to a leather-hard state before decorating their urns (Figures 4.27 to 4.29).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.27: The condition of incised lines on cremation urns. The smooth, even
profile of the lines demonstrates that they were made when the clay was in a
leather-hard state. Spong Hill urns 2548 (top left) and 2436 (bottom left) (Hills et
al. 12987, Plate V). Mucking urns 334 (top right) and 816 (bottom right) (Hirst
and Clark 2007, Figures 334 and 335).
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Figure 4.28: The condition of incised lines on Cleatham urns 738 (top) and 1004
(bottom). The smooth, even profile of the lines demonstrates that they were made
when the clay was in a leather-hard state. Note that on urn 1004 the chevrons were
drawn after the horizontal lines; this is demonstrated by the fact that the grooves of
the chevrons impact upon and cut through the horizontal lines. Note also that, by
looking at the overlaying of chevron lines, we can see that the potter rotated the urn
in a clockwise direction as they decorated it.
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Figure 4.29: The condition of incised lines on cremation urns. The smooth, even
profile of the lines demonstrates that they were made when the clay was in a leather-
hard state. Elsham urns EL76NEb — a Daisy Grid Potter urn (top) —and EL760T -

a Sancton/Baston style urn (bottom).



With an insight into the stage of the manufacturing process at which early
Anglo-Saxon pottery was decorated, we must now ask what tools the potters might have
used to draw the lines that decorate their vessels. Unfortunately, unlike stamps, we do
not have any direct evidence of the materials and tools used. However, by looking at
the morphology of these grooves we can make inferences about the types of tools that
were employed. In the first instance we can see that the incisions were not made with
sharp objects, such as the point or blade of a knife. If this were the case it would not
have been possible to achieve the smooth, shallow, rounded profiles characteristic of
these lines (see Figures 4.27 to 4.29). Secondly, as we see lines of little more than a
millimetre wide through to those of almost a centimetre (Figures 4.13 and 4.27 to 4.29)
we know that that potters made use of tools with a range of point diameters. To this we
can add that some potters used the same tool to produce all the lines on a single vessel,
whilst others used tools interchangeably — for example, the potters who decorated
Elsham urn EL75AF and Mucking urn 816 alternated between thick- and thin-nibbed
tools (Figures 4.13 and 4.27). The thickest lines might have been produced by drawing
the back of a fingernail across the surface of the clay (the author has successfully used
this technique experimentally), a glass bead, the epiphysis of a small animal or a shaped
stick or bone. For the thinner lines we might consider that the potter used the tip of a
shaped stick, piece of bone, the tip of a deer tine (carved bone and tines are known to
have been used as stamp dies, see below), the tip of a pin-beater, or a metal object with
a rounded end, perhaps similar to that of the recently discovered copper-alloy pot stamp
from Norfolk (Figure 4.32) (Naylor and Geake 2011, 292, Figure 3, f). Either way, by
looking the shapes and contours of incised lines we can tell that early Anglo-Saxon
potters applied decoration when the clay had reached a leather-hard state, and that like
the potters in the ethnographic examples discussed above, they had a range of tools

available to them.

By looking at the points of intersection between the horizontal lines that define
the decoration in the Horizontal and Main Motif Zones, and the motifs that fill the
spaces within them, we can begin to make inferences about the order in which different
aspects of decoration were applied; it is best to do this on an urn by urn basis. For
example, we can tell that the potter who decorated Cleatham urn 1004 (Figure 4.28)
applied the horizontal bands that define the Horizontal Zone before they applied the
chevron motifs that filled this zone. This is demonstrated by the fact that the individual

lines of the chevrons impinge upon and cut through the horizontal lines that delimit the
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Horizontal Zone. Furthermore, by considering the how the chevrons overlap one
another we can see that the potter moved from left to right, rotating the pot clockwise as
they decorated. We see a similar situation on Cleatham urns 0029 and 0922 where the
potters defined the horizontal lines before drawing the vertical and diagonal lines and

chevrons (Figure 4.30).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.30: Cleatham urns 29 and 922. Note that the horizontal lines were drawn
before the vertical and angled lines and chevrons (figures from Leahy 2007c).

Finally, in this consideration of how, when and with what the decoration was
applied to cremation urns we must consider stamps and stamping tools. As noted by
Hills (1977, 32), stamps are nearly always found in association with incised lines. We
can also add that although stamps occur frequently in the Horizontal Zone and Main
Motif Zone they are hardly ever found on the bases of cremation urns (the present
author knows of only one example of stamps on the base of an urn — Cleatham urn 0332
(Leahy 2007c)). The association of stamps with incised lines appears to give stamps
specific functions within the design structure; they are either used to border and
punctuate, or fill the spaces between and within incised motifs (Figures 4.17 to 4.25,
and 4.27 to 4.29). As is the case with the ethnographic examples, then, we see that the
potters had a clear concept of how these design elements should be employed and the
locations in which their use was appropriate. That stamps should be used alongside
incised lines is demonstrated by the fact that only seven out of 372 stamped Cleatham
urns (313, 405, 428, 679, 1032, 1067, 1108) did not possess any incised lines on them
and just two out of 162 stamped urns from Elsham (EL76MPb and EI7T6NW).
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We have seen that, by considering the way that incised lines overlap one
another, we can determine the order in which the lines were applied. However, as
stamps and incised lines rarely encroach on each other it is much more difficult to
identify the order in which they were applied. Fortunately, there are a few rare
instances where this is possible. For example, if we consider the lines and stamps on
Spong Hill Urn 1757 (Figure 4.31) we can see that the stamps encroach on the lines;
clearly the stamps were applied after the lines had been drawn. The same is true of
Spong Hill urn 2443 (Figure 4.31); here the bottom left corner of a square shaped stamp
can be seen to overlay the incised lines of a chevron motif. A circular stamp placed in
the hanging arch of a vessel attributed to the Illington/Lackford potter impinges upon a
horizontal line, clearly demonstrating that the stamps inside the arches were applied
after the Horizontal Zone had been defined by incised lines (Figure 4.31). It would
seem, then, that the application of stamps was the final stage in the decoration of Anglo-

Saxon pottery.

By combining the different strands of evidence presented above we can suggest
the following overall order of application of decoration: i) plastic decoration, such as
bosses and cordons, were produced at the forming stage whilst the clay was wet; ii)
once the pot had been formed and the clay had dried to a leather-hard state, the
decorative zones (Horizontal, Main Motif and Basal Zones) were defined by the
incision of lines; iii) incised motifs, such as standing arches and chevrons were then
drawn in the decorative zones; finally iv) stamps were applied. This is interesting in the
respect that it tells us that the potter, after drawing out all of their lines, had an option
whether to stamp or not. Thus, if a potter chose to apply stamps to some pots but not
others, one must question whether we would be able to identify the unstamped vessels
as the product of the same person; it will be shown below that we can at least identify

some of them.

Briscoe (1981, 22-3) has already discussed the range of stamping tools that have
been recovered through excavation and these, like the ethnographic examples discussed
above, reveal that the potters had options open to them in terms of tool material. For
example, she reports that stamps made from the antler tines of red deer have been
recovered from West Stow (Figure 4.32), whilst stamps made of bone have been
identified at Lackford. To this we can add evidence for pots stamped with horse teeth
(Lethbridge 1951, Figure 27) and the teeth of bone combs (Briscoe 1981, 26), the

recently discovered copper-alloy stamp from Norfolk (Naylor and Geake 2011, 292,
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Figure 3, f) (Figure 4.32), and the numerous brooch and jewellery stamps recognised on
pottery throughout eastern England (Briscoe 1985, 137-42). There were probably also
tools that may have been made of wood, feather quills, or other organic materials, but
due to their perishable nature they have not survived in the archaeological record
(Briscoe 1981, 23-6). It is interesting to note that the small number of stamping tools
that have been found actually come from a very limited area, being found mainly in East
Anglia (Briscoe 1981, 22-3). This distribution may simply be due to levels of
archaeological preservation or intervention, but, equally, it does raise the possibility of

regional preferences for stamping-tool material.

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.31: Stamping was undertaken after incised lines were drawn. The “V’
shaped stamps used on Spong Hill urns 1757 (top left) have begun to overlap and
erase a vertically incised line (Hills and Penn 1981, Plate 1VVa). The circular stamps
used on an urn attributed to the lllington/Lackford potter are encroaching upon the
horizontal lines of the Horizontal Zone (top right) (Myres 1969, Plate 8). A square
shaped stamp erases part of two diagonally incised (chevron) lines on Spong Hill urn
2443 (bottom — bottom right of image) (Hills et al. 1987, Plate Illa).
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Figure 4.32: Pottery stamping tools. A carved antler stamp from West Stow (top)
(Myres 1969, Plate 8) and a copper alloy stamp from Norfolk (Naylor and Geake
2011, Figure 3).

As well as stamp-tool material choice, the potter had a plethora of stamp designs
open to them — in her catalogue of stamps Briscoe (1981) identifies well over 120
individual types — and it appears that, like the incised motifs, the potters selected a small
number of these stamp-types to decorate their pottery. This deduction is supported by
considering individual stamp groups. If we look at Cleatham, for example, Stamp
Group 6 is identified by one particular stamp type — Briscoe’s Category B, a cross shape
(Leahy’s Cd*, a double-lined cross) (Figure 4.33). Although the potter/workshop
responsible for this group of urns preferred to use cross-shaped stamps, the fact that
each of the stamps impressions is different tells us that each stamp represents a different
stamping tool and that the potter was willing to vary the overall design of the cross-
shape. The cross-shaped stamps in this group are often accompanied by other stamps
and if one considers the forms of these additional stamps we see that they too are
variations on a general theme — four of the seven accompanying stamps are ring shaped.
Perhaps then, like the incised motifs, these stamps represent a potter, working within a
very personal repertoire, producing and using different versions of the same stamped

symbol on different manufacturing occasions.
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Figure 4.33: Stamps found on urns attributed to
individual stamp groups. Stamp Group 6 from
Cleatham is characterised by cross shapes, but few
of these cross shapes are of the same form (above,
Leahy 2007a Figure 39). Stamps used on
Illington/Lackford urns from Illington (Davison et
al. 1993, Table 5). Note that whilst there are 29
different stamps there are only eight types: nine are
circles with crosses in the middle, five are simply
crosses, two are rings, three triangles, three S-
shapes, five cross-hatched circles, one cross-hatched
square and one U-shape.
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The consistent range of variation in the use of particular stamp-types by
individual potters is a phenomenon that is replicated throughout the cemeteries of
Anglo-Saxon England (see Spong Hill for a plethora of examples, in particular Stamp
Groups 4, 5, 7, 11,18, and 20, Hills 1977; Hills et al. 1981) and perhaps the best
example of this is seen in the stamps found on vessels attributed to the
Illintgon/Lackford potter. At Illington 40 pots are credited to this potter. Whilst
Davison et al. (1993, 94-5) identify 29 different stamps on these 40 urns, when one
considers the stamps as general types we see that the potter utilised a very small
repertoire of motifs; in fact, just eight (Figure 4.33). When decorating their pottery, the
potter selected just two or three of the eight stamp-types, with their most common
choice being the cross-shaped stamp and/or a circular stamp with a central cross
(Davison et al.1993, Table 5). These observations accord with Richards’s (1987, 184)
suggestion that ‘the general shape or design [of the stamp] is more important than the
specific motif’. That is to say that, for example, that Briscoe’s types Alb, Alc, A2a,
A2b, A2c and A2d (Figure 4.34) should be considered together as a single type of

design — circle(s) with (or without) a dot in the middle, rather than six separate types.

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this
image in electronic media

Figure 4.34: Examples of Briscoe’s stamp
classification system (Briscoe 1981).
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Summary

In common with the ethnographic examples discussed above, we can see that the potters
of Anglo-Saxon England perceived that the decoration on vessels should take place
according to accepted norms. Given the consistency of structure, decorative motifs and
stamps employed across the country it seems likely that potters were aware of the full
repertoire of incised motifs but, rather than make use of all available designs, they
apparently limited themselves to a relatively small personal stock. Furthermore, we can
add that, although individuals may have shared designs and motifs, they executed them
according to personalised styles. Some of these differences may be, in part, due to tool
choice, such as whether to use thick or thin nibbed incising implements, but other
differences, such as those related to number of incisions per motif, or motif
direction/orientation, may have been the result of personal dispositions and preferences.
What we must do now is to move beyond isolated stamp groups and attempt to identify
the works of individuals and how their works were influenced by their immediate peer
groups and wider communities of practice operating both within and beyond the

cemeteries.

The following section compares the styles and proportions of particular types of
decoration at the Elsham and Cleatham cemeteries, revealing cemetery specific
preferences for certain deigns and motifs, before moving to consider the spatial
distribution of decorative types within the individual cemeteries. Finally, detailed
consideration is given to discrete areas within these cemeteries. It will be shown that —
by focusing on how decoration was structured and the tool, motif and stamp choices
made by potters — on a vessel by vessel basis, we can begin to identify the work of
individuals and to determine how their work relates to that of others in their

communities.
Comparing the Cemeteries

As discussed in Chapter 1, in his study of the Cleatham urns Leahy developed a
rigorous method by which to classify the decoration of cremation urns. Using his
criteria it was possible to classify the Elsham urns and thus make comparisons between
the frequencies of occurrence of the different types of decoration used at Elsham and
Cleatham (Table 4.2). This revealed that some modes of decoration, such as Groups 04
and 05 (multiple horizontal bands containing decoration and continuous bands of
vertical or angled grooves or bosses around the vessel, respectively), account for
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roughly equal proportions at both cemeteries, whilst other types are very different. At
Cleatham, for example, Group 10 (urns decorated with chevrons) accounts for 20.1% of
the decorated assemblage, but at Elsham it accounts for 32.8%. In contrast, there were
only 7 (2.3%) examples of Group 03 at Elsham, but 36 (6.2%) at Cleatham. Group 03
decoration is very similar to Group 02, with both groups being largely just a band of
incised decoration around the neck. Unsurprisingly, then, Group 02 is also considerably
more common at Cleatham than Elsham. Similar levels of variation are seen between
the occurrence of other groups; for example, incised cursive designs (Group 14) are
three times more common at Cleatham than at Elsham, whereas vessels decorated with
groups of vertical/angled lines or grooves (Group 07) account for 20.5% of Elsham’s
decorated vessels, but just 9.6% of those from Cleatham.

Cleatham Urn Cleatham: Proportion of Elsham: Proportion of

Group Number of all Cleatham Number of all Elsham

Classification Vessels Decorated Urns | Vessels Decorated Urns
(%) (%)

02 70 12.1 21 6.3

03 36 6.2 7 2.3

04 13 1.2 3 1.0

05 48 8.2 29 9.5

07 56 9.6 56 20.5

10 116 20.1 100 32.8

11 22 3.8 8 2.6

12 18 3.1 14 4.6

14 22 3.6 4 1.3

20 14 2.4 4 1.3

Table 4.2: A comparison of the frequency of selected decorative groups at Elsham and
Cleatham.
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Cleatham Cleatham: Proportion of all Elsham: Proportion of
Urn Group Number of Cleatham Number of all Elsham
Classification urns Decorated Urns urns Decorated Urns
(%) (%)

02a 21 3.6% 6 2.0%

02b 9 1.6% 2 0.7%

02s 40 6.9% 11 3.6%

02n 0 0.0% 3 1.0%

05a 11 1.9% 7 2.3%

05b 21 3.6% 12 3.9%

05n 10 1.7% 6 2.0%

05s 6 1.0% 4 1.3%

07a 17 2.9% 18 5.9%

07b 19 3.3% 9 3.0%

07n 10 1.7% 15 4.9%

07s 10 1.7% 13 4.3%

07q 0 0.0% 1 0.3%

10a 49 8.5% 32 10.5%

10b 6 1.0% 3 1.0%

10q 0 0.0% 1 0.3%

10s 53 9.2% 63 20.7%

10x 8 1.4% 1 0.3%

1la 3 0.5% 1 0.3%

11q 7 1.2% 2 0.7%

11s 12 2.1% 5 1.6%

12a 4 0.7% 10 3.3%

12b 4 0.7% 1 0.3%

12n 3 0.5% 2 0.7%

12s 7 1.2% 1 0.3%

Table 4.3: Further comparisons between the frequencies of selected decorative
groups at Elsham and Cleatham.

Breaking these groups down into their constituent parts reveals further cemetery
specific preferences for particular types of decoration. For example, whilst the
proportions of Group 12 urns (urns decorated with standing arches) are roughly equal at
both cemeteries, Group 12a (standing arches without stamps) is five times more
common at Elsham than Cleatham (Tables 4.2 and 4.3). In contrast, Group 12s urns

(standing arches with stamps) are the most common Group 12 type at Cleatham, but
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amongst the least common at Elsham. It was noted that the chevron motif is much more
common at Elsham than Cleatham, but looking at this in more detail reveals that this
variation is solely a result of the sub-type 10s (chevrons with stamps). Group 10s
accounts for 20.7% or decorated urns at Elsham, but just 9.2% at Cleatham; Groups
10a, 10b, 10g and 10x, on the other hand, appear in roughly equal proportions. It
seems, then, that at Elsham the potters held a perception that chevrons should be
accompanied by stamps. These results confirm Richards’s (1987, 100-4) observation
that whilst there is a high level of consistency in the types of decoration employed
between the cemeteries, when analysis is undertaken on a cemetery by cemetery basis,
there are differences in the way that motifs are used and the frequencies in which they
occur. Given these varying levels of different types of decoration seen between the
cemeteries of Elsham and Cleatham we must consider how these styles of decoration
are organised within the cemeteries. For example, are these variations due to a small
element of a cemetery’s burial community making extensive use of a particular design,
or is it a result of the burial community as a whole endorsing and proliferating specific
modes of decoration? Consideration of the distributions of decorative types within the

cemeteries helps to answer this question.
Cleatham

Beginning with one of the most common types of decorative design — chevron
decorated urns (Leahy’s Group 10a) — we can see that this group is widely distributed
across the cemetery, but that small clusters do exist within this general spread (Figure
4.35). As this mode of decoration is believed to belong to Phase 1 (the earliest phase of
the Cleatham cemetery — see Chapter 1), we can suggest that the chevrons motif was
accepted by, and used by most, if not all, of the contemporary burial community. Other
commonly used and widely distributed types include 05a, 05b, 05s, 07a, 07b, 07n, 07s°
and again, being attributed to Phases 1-2, all are considered to be largely contemporary
(Figures 4.36 and 4.37).

® Group 05 urns are decorated with a continuous band of vertical or diagonal lines around the vessel body
whilst in Group 07 the vertical lines and bosses appear in groups — the a, b, s and n suffixes indicate that
that the decoration consisted of just lines (a), lines and bosses (b), lines and stamp (s), and lines, bosses
and stamps (n) (see Chapter 1, Table 1.2)
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Figure 4.35: Cleatham: the distribution of urns decorated with chevrons — Leahy’s
Group 10a (red dots).
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Figure 4.36: Cleatham: the distribution of urns decorated with a continuous band of
vertical or analed lines — Leahv’s Grouns 05a, 05b, 05s, 05n (red dots).
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Figure 4.37: Cleatham: the distribution of urns decorated with groups of vertical
or angled lines — Leahy’s Groups 07a, 07b, 07s, 07n (red dots).
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Following on from the basic chevron design we can consider the distribution of
chevrons when accompanied by additional decorative elements; Leahy’s Group 20n
(chevrons, bosses and stamps), for example. This style of decoration is complex and as
there are only thirteen examples in the Cleatham assemblage it is relatively rare. A
distribution plot of this decorative type within the Cleatham cemetery reveals a
restricted distribution (Figure 4.38) and we might suggest, then, that this was a localised
variant, perhaps representing the use of a specific area of the cemetery by a single
community. A similar phenomenon is observed when considering Leahy’s Groups 02s
and 02b (Figure 4.39 and 4.40) (urns decorated with incised lines and stamps around
their necks, and urns decorated with bosses and incised lines around their necks,
respectively). Group 02s were apparently used throughout Phases 2-4 of the cemetery’s
life and they are seen to occupy a relatively even distribution across the central section
of the cemetery, yet two putative clusters can also be identified; one in the north and
one in the west of the cemetery. Group 02b urns were less frequent than 02s and they
too seem to have a relatively restricted distribution being largely confined to a small
area in the north of the cemetery. It appears, then, that by plotting the distribution of
decorative types we are being offered a window into localised decorative traditions

employed by communities using the cemetery.

Richards (1987, Table 9) has noted that in most cemeteries standing and hanging
arches (Groups 11 and 12) appear in roughly equal proportions and this is certainly true
at Cleatham (Table 4.2). On the other hand, a plot of their distribution within the
cemetery reveals some very interesting patterns. These motifs are not widely
distributed and, indeed, they are largely restricted to a crescent shaped band along the
eastern side of the cemetery (Figure 4.41). Unfortunately, as arches were used
throughout the life of the cemetery (Leahy 2007a, 72, 109, 114), we cannot say for
certain whether this is the result of chronological change, or the persistent use of certain
areas by communities using arches as decorative motifs throughout the phases. What
we can confidently identify, however, is that there is a clear divide between those areas
of the cemetery in which arch motifs were used and those in which they are not.
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Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.38: Cleatham: the distribution of urns decorated with chevrons, stamps
and bosses — Leahy’s Group 20n (red dots). Note the concentration in the middle of
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Figure 4.39: The distribution of urns decorated with incised lines and stamps
around the neck — Leahy’s Group 02s (red dots). Note the dense concentrations on
the western side of the cemetery and in the north of the cemetery (circled).
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Figure 4.40: The distribution of urns decorated with incised lines around the neck
and bosses — Leahy’s Group 02b (red dots). Whilst this type is rare, there are two
areas where this type concentrates (circled).
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Figure 4.41: The distribution of urns decorated with arches, both standing and
hanging — Leahy’s Groups 11 and 12 (red dots). Note the crescent shaped
distribution along the eastern edge of the cemetery.
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Figure 4.42: The distribution of urns decorated with standing arches — Leahy’s
Group 12 (red dots). Note that they are largely restricted to the north of the
cemetery. Compare this with Figure 4.43, the distribution of hanging arches.
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Figure 4.43: The distribution of urns decorated with hanging arches — Leahy’s
Group 11 (red dots). Note that they are largely restricted to the south of the main
burial area. Compare this with Figure 4.42, the distribution of standing arches.
Urns found in the circled cluster are shown in Figure 4.44.
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Exploring the distribution of these arch-decorated urns further reveals that
hanging arches are largely restricted to the south of the cemetery, whilst standing arch
urns are concentrated in the north (Figures 4.42 and 4.43). One could argue that the
southern cluster of hanging arches, for example, developed as a result of a single potter
producing a large number of hanging arch-decorated urns and then supplying them to
his/her community. However, examination of these arched urns, on an urn-by-urn
basis, reveals that other than possessing hanging arches there is nothing that would
support such a hypothesis (Figure 4.44). Indeed, there is considerable variation in the
number of lines used to draw each of the motifs, the thickness of the individual lines
and the types of stamps that were used to accompany the lines. As discussed above,
individuals seem to have had personalised preferences in the way that they executed the
same designs — as there is little consistency in the way that these designs were executed
here we can conclude that they do not represent the work of an individual. It does
appear, however, that these urns were the work of a small number of potters who all
made use of arch motifs. As these urns cluster together in the cemetery we might
suggest that they indicate the use of this area by a specific community, that the potters
living within this community were aware of one another’s work and that they made
considerable use of arched motifs — rather like the ‘communities of practice’ that were
discussed above’ and that the dead were being buried in family, community or

household plots.

" As Bowser and Patton note, potters are part of, and pottery is produced within a ‘community of practice’
— a ‘group of practitioners with a shared source of group identity’ (Bowser and Patton 2008, 108).
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Figure 4.44: Hanging arch urns buried in the southern cluster highlighted in Figure
4.43. Consideration of potters’ personal idiosyncrasies suggests that these urns were
made by a small number of individuals, rather than a single potter. Urns 742 and
886 were probably the work of the same person; they share the same type of stamp
and are decorated with three-line hanging arches. In contrast, urns 875 and 989 are
decorated with four-line hanging arches and these two urns appear to be of the same
form (1Bi — see Chapter 3); they probably represent the work of a second individual.
Urns 714 and 692 are decorated with three-line hanging arches and finger
impressions and might mark the work of a third potter, whilst urn 763 is unlike any
of the others in this sample and probably represents the work of a fourth potter.

262



Elsham

Patterns in decorative distributions are not restricted to Cleatham, but as chronology
obviously influences our interpretations of these distributions, due to the phasing work
of Kevin Leahy, we must consider whether Leahy’s phasing is applicable to Elsham.
Classification of the Elsham urns according to Leahy’s decorative groupings by default
attributes a Cleatham Phase to each urn. For example, Group 10a urns belong only to
Phase 1, whereas Group 10s, according to Leahy, spans Phases 3-4 (Table 1.3, Chapter
1). The author had access to the Elsham excavation archive and, in particular, the
record cards for each individual urn. As these cards record details of stratigraphic
relationships between vessels it was possible to compare the phases attributed to the
Elsham urns on account of their decoration against real stratigraphic relationships.
Information about these relationships was transferred from the cards in to an Excel
database. A separate record was created for each vessel and this identified any urn that
was above it, below it, beside it, mixed with it (in the form of smashed sherds), cut it, or
was cut by it. In total 185 of the 625 Elsham urns could be placed into a relationship
with another vessel. Following Leahy (2007a, 69-71), these relationships were termed
Complexes and all related urns were assigned a Complex number. A total of 69
Complexes were identified but due to the level of preservation, and the nature of the
relationships, 49 were considered un-useable. For example, in Complex 61 urns
EL76MC and EL76PMb were found to be mixed together; these urns are attributable to
Groups 07a and 06s, and thus Phases 1 and 2, respectively (see Appendix C). As the
sherds from these two vessels were totally mixed together, it was not possible to
determine whether they had been deposited contemporaneously, or if the burial of one
had damaged the other; Complex 61 was, therefore, considered ‘un-useable’. Similarly,
Complexes containing urns of the same decorative type, buried contemporaneously,
with no other relationship to any other urns, had to be discounted: Complex 4, for
example. All such Complexes prove is that two urns, decorated in the same way, were
buried at the same time; they do not tell us whether this type of decoration is later or
earlier in the sequence than any other type of decoration. In total, then, 20 useful

relationships were identified (Table 4.4 — continued over three pages).
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Suggested Suggested
Cleatham Earliest Latest Suggested ‘Cleatham This ‘Cleatham

Decorative Suggested | Suggested ‘Cleatham Phases’ of | Urnis | Phases’ of | Does the Stratigraphy
Group ‘Cleatham | ‘Cleatham This Urn is This Urn is Phases’ of | This Urnis Urn(s) is Urn(s) of this Complex Agree

Classification | Phase’ of | Phase’ of | Mixed With | Adjacentto | Adjacent Below above Above Below with the Suggested

Complex Urn of this Urn Urn Urn Urn(s): urn(s): Urn(s): urn(s): this Urn: | Urn(s): | this Urn: ‘Cleatham Phasing’?
7 5DM 10a YES
7 5DL 07s YES
13 5GT 10a NO
13 5GU 10s NO
14 51V 05n YES
14 51U 10s YES
14 5I1C 12a YES
14 51B 00 YES
18 5JX 01b YES
18 5JU 02a YES
20 5KD 09n YES
20 5KG 22 YES
20 5KH 03s YES
21 5KVa 05s/07s NO
21 5KVb 11s NO
22 5KXb 04s NO
22 5KXc 19n NO
23 5KWa 07a NO
23 | 5KWb 02a NO
27 5PD 01 YES
27 | sPBa 01 Rights have not been obtained for the use of this data in electronic media YES
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Suggested Suggested
Cleatham Earliest Latest Suggested ‘Cleatham This ‘Cleatham
Decorative Suggested | Suggested ‘Cleatham Phases’ of | Urnis | Phases’ of | Does the Stratigraphy
Group ‘Cleatham | ‘Cleatham This Urn is This Urn is Phases’ of | This Urnis Urn(s) is Urn(s) of this Complex Agree
Classification | Phase’ of | Phase’ of | Mixed With | Adjacentto | Adjacent Below above Above Below with the Suggested
Complex Urn of this Urn Urn Urn Urn(s): urn(s): Urn(s): urn(s): this Urn: | Urn(s): | this Urn: ‘Cleatham Phasing’?

27 5PBb 20n YES
27 5PC 07b YES
28 5P0 16b YES
28 5PG 13q YES
29 5PHa 10s NO
29 5PHb 07a NO
29 5PHc 10s NO
29 5PHd 01 NO
30 | 5PMa 10s NO
30 5PMb 07n NO
31 5PV 02s YES
31 5PVb 00s YES
31 5PVc 10s YES
31 5Ql 07s YES
31 5Qlb 00s YES
34 6AD 22 YES
34 6AN 06s YES
34 6AM 01 YES
41 6CAa 07a NO
41 6CAb 05b NO
41 6CC 10a Rights have not been obtained for the use of this data in electronic media NO
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Suggested Suggested
Cleatham Earliest Latest Suggested ‘Cleatham This ‘Cleatham
Decorative Suggested | Suggested ‘Cleatham Phases’ of | Urnis | Phases’ of | Does the Stratigraphy
Group ‘Cleatham | ‘Cleatham This Urn is This Urn is Phases’ of | This Urnis Urn(s) is Urn(s) of this Complex Agree
Classification | Phase’ of | Phase’ of | Mixed With | Adjacentto | Adjacent Below above Above Below with the Suggested
Complex Urn of this Urn Urn Urn Urn(s): urn(s): Urn(s): urn(s): this Urn: | Urn(s): | this Urn: ‘Cleatham Phasing’?
43 6DGa 07s NO
43 6DGb 00s NO
43 6DH 10s NO
46 6FB Olp YES
46 6FC 10s YES
47 6ED 07s YES
47 6DX 01 YES
52 6HO 07s YES
52 6HQ 01b YES
63 6NEa 07n YES
63 | 6NEb 15s Rights have not been obtained for the use of this data in electronic media YES

Table 4.4: Table of all useful Elsham urn complexes. Twenty useful complexes were identified, of these only eight complexes disagree with the
phases suggested by Leahy’s Cleatham phasing (see Appendix C for all complexes).
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In a number of instances the stratigraphic relationships between the urns in the
20 useful Complexes were in agreement with Leahy’s phasing. For example, in
Complex 7 we see that a Phase 1 urn was found below a Phase 1-2 urn (Table 4.4),
similarly, in Complex 63 (Table 4.4) a Phase 1-2 urn was found stratigraphically below
a Phase 4-5 urn. In contrast, however, in Complex 30, a Phase 3-4 urn was found
stratigraphically below a Phase 1-2 urn, whilst in Complex 21, an urn attributed to
Phase 5 was found below a Phase 1-2 urn (Table 4.4). These are not isolated instances;
indeed, eight of the 20 useful relationships do not agree with Leahy’s Phasing and from
this we must conclude that Leahy’s Phasing is not applicable beyond the bounds of
Cleatham. With this in mind, any distributions highlighted in the Elsham cemetery
cannot be supported by the Cleatham phasing.

The Distributions

Beginning with the distribution of the commonly occurring chevron motif, Leahy’s
Group 10, we can see that this group is widely distributed across the site (Figure 4.45).
However, by breaking the group down into its constituent parts (i.e. 10a, 10s, and 10b)
reveals some very interesting patterns. Whilst Group 10a urns are common on the
eastern side of the cemetery, but for a very small dense cluster, they are largely absent
from the western side of the cemetery (Figure 4.46). If we look at the urns in this
cluster we can see that it is unlikely that a single individual was responsible for all of
them. Indeed, there is considerable variation between the decoration of each urn, both
in terms of line thickness, and numbers of lines used to make up chevrons in the Main
Motif Zone and the horizontal lines that define the Horizontal Zone (Figure 4.47). As
these urns cluster together in the cemetery we might suggest that they indicate the use of
this area by a specific community, that the potters living within this community were
aware of one another’s work and that they made considerable use of chevron motifs —
rather like the ‘communities of practice’ that were discussed above. It can be inferred,
then, that a specific community was using a particular burial pot and that they either
employed this motif prolifically over a short period of time, or they made use of the

same burial plot and the same motif over the generations.
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Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.45: The distribution of Elsham’s chevron-decorated urns (Leahy’s Group 10).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.46: The distribution of Elsham’s Group 10a urns i.e. only incised
chevrons, without accompanying stamps or bosses. Note the highlighted cluster on
the eastern side of the cemetery. See Figure 4.47 for examples of urns found in this

cluster.
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Figure 4.47: Urns decorated with chevrons (Leahy’s Group 10a) found in the cluster
of urns highlighted in Figure 4.46. Note that although they are all decorated with
chevrons, the ways in which these motifs are decorated are all very different. Only
EL75HU and EL75GX bear any stylistic resemblance to one another. This suggests
that a number of potters were responsible for these urns.
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It was noted above that 20.7% of Elsham’s decorated urns were attributable to
Group 10s (urns decorated with chevrons and stamps) and the question posed was
whether this was the result of a single community making extensive use of this mode of
ornamentation, or whether this type of decoration was widely used by the whole burial
community. From the spatial distribution of this type of decoration (Figure 4.48) within
the cemetery it would appear that it is probably the latter case. Indeed, but for a single,
dense concentration in the ditch in the south-western corner, Group 10s urns are

relatively evenly distributed across the whole cemetery.

Like the chevron motif, continuous or broken bands of vertical or angled lines
were commonly used by the whole Elsham community (Leahy’s Group 05 and 07) and
these modes of ornamentation are spread across the entire site (Figures 4.49 and 4.50).
Arch motifs are similarly distributed (Figure 4.51), but when these are separated into
hanging and standing arches this reveals that, as at Cleatham, there are two clear
distributions. Hanging arches are largely restricted to the eastern side of the cemetery,
whilst standing arches are most common, and densely cluster, in the west (Figures 4.52
and 4.53). Once more we might question whether this western group, for example, is
the result of a prolific potter, but as Figure 4.54 demonstrates there is nothing to support
such a hypothesis. Indeed, as the ethnographic examples discussed above, and
Richards’s (1987) analysis of vessels attributed to individual Anglo-Saxon potters
demonstrates, individuals seem to have had personalised preferences in the way that
they executed the same design. As there is no consistency in the way that these designs
were executed we can conclude that they do not represent the work of an individual.
Indeed, of the ten urns shown in Figure 5.54 only EL75GR, EL75KD and EL75NA bear
any resemblance to one another, and might represent the work of a single potter, whilst
EL75MI and EL750Q might be another.

To summarise, whilst some motifs were very popular and were widely used by
the whole burial community, other motifs appear to have been used by only small
groups who apparently buried their dead in close proximity. The following section
explores this phenomenon further, but rather than focusing on the distribution of
different decorative groups it explores the relationship between individual vessels
within discrete areas of the cemetery. In particular, analysis focuses on the decorative
structures employed by the potters, the types of stamps and motifs that they used and
their personalised idiosyncrasies in execution (such as the number of lines in the

Horizontal Zone, or the number of lines used to draw a chevron). Given that the
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Cleatham phasing is not applicable to the Elsham urns, only Cleatham is considered in
detail, because, as will be seen below, the phases of these vessels hold considerable
weight in the interpretation of these relationships. Furthermore, not all of Elsham’s urns
are illustrated and without these illustrations it is not possible to fully appreciate the

similarity in the decoration of urns within specific areas of the cemetery.

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.48: The distribution of Elsham’s Group 10s — urns decorated with
chevrons and stamps. Compare this to the distribution of urns decorated with
chevrons but no stamps (Group 10a), Figure 4.45.
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Figure 4.49: The distribution of Elsham’s Group 05 urns — urns decorated with a
continuous band of vertical or angled lines and/or bosses around the body.

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.50: The distribution of Elsham’s Group 07 urns — urns decorated with
groups of vertical or angled lines and/or bosses around the body.
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Figure 4.51: The distribution of Elsham’s arch decorated urns (both standing and
hanging — Groups 11 and 12).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.52: The distribution of Elsham’s hanging arch urns (Leahy’s Group 11 urns).
Note that they are mainly found in the eastern half of the cemetery. Compare this to
the distribution of standing arch urns in Figure 4.53.
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Figure 4.53: The distribution of Elsham’s standing arch urns (Leahy’s Group 12
urns). Note that they are mainly found in the western half of the cemetery.
Compare this to the distribution of hanging arch urns in Figure 4.52. Urns in the
highlighted area are shown in Figure 4.54.

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.54 (continued
overleaf): Standing arch urns
from the area of the Elsham
cemetery highlighted in Figure
4.53.

274



Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.54 (continued): A selection of urns from the area highlighted in Figure
4.53. Only urns EL750Q and EL75MI, with their thinly incised three-line standing
arches that lean to the left might be considered the product of a single potter.
Likewise the EL75KD, EL75GR, and EL75NA, with their deeply grooved two- and
three- line standing arches and decorated bosses might be considered to be the work
of another. None of the idiosyncrasies of the remaining vessels suggest that these
urns were made by a single individual.
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Communities, Families and Potters

In order to reduce the problems inherent in studying large areas of densely packed
intercutting urns, rather than consider the entire Cleatham cemetery, the types of urn
decoration used by the communities burying their dead in two discrete areas of the
cemetery with varying burial densities are examined and compared. For simplicity,
these areas are here termed Study Area 1 and Study Area 2. Study Area 1 is located on
the western side of the cemetery; it consists of 69 decorated urns spread over an area of
¢.15m x 18m. Study Area 2 is located in the very north of the cemetery and contains
106 urns in an area ¢.16m x 10m area (Figure 4.55). As the focus is on decoration, all
plain urns and those urns for which it has not been possible to ascertain their decorative
designs due to a poor state of preservation (those classified as 00), have been
disregarded from the analysis of these areas.

Study Area 1

In this area seven groups of vessels were identified that are so similarly decorated that
they probably represent the work of an individual — rather like the stamp groups that
were discussed previously in the chapter. Rather than refer to them as stamp groups it
was decided that Vessel Group was a more appropriate term as it encapsulates all forms
of decoration, not just stamped urns. The decoration which characterises each Vessel
Group is now discussed, and then consideration is given as to how the seven Vessel

Groups compare to one another.

Vessel Group 1 comprises six urns, all of which were buried within a very small
area, c.1m x 3m area (Figures 4.56 and 4.57 and Table 4.5). The work on these urns is
characterised by its Horizontal Zone, comprising alternating bands of thinly incised
lines and stamps, three-line chevrons in the Main Motif Zone, and the use of three styles
of stamp. Urns 573 and 598 are both of the same form (1Bi — see Chapter 3) and their
Horizontal Zones are decorated with bands of incised lines and stamps (these urns are
classified by Leahy as 02s). Although different stamping tools were used on both
vessels, the same type of stamp was used on both (a circular cross-hatched grid,
Briscoe’s A3a). Both have the same number of bands around the neck and an equal

number of lines in each band.
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Figure 4.55: Cleatham: the locations of Study Area 1 and Study Area 2.
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Urn Number | Classification | Earliest Phase | Latest Phase | Urn complex Fabric
567 | 10s 3 4 0 SST
572 | 07n 1 2 0 SST
573 | 02s 2 4 0 SST
577 | 10s 3 4 8 FE
598 | 02s 2 4 0 | ESGSNL
600 | 10s 3 4 0| SSTNL

Table 4.5: Characteristics of urn attributed to Vessel Group 1.

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.56: Urns attributed to Vessel Group 1. Note the similarity in design
structure, use of and styles of stamps and the way in which incised lines are
executed (Figures from Leahy 2007c). See Figure 5.57 for burial locations of these
urns within the Cleatham cemetery.
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Figure 4.57: Study Area 1 — the locations of urns attributed to Vessel Group 1
(red). See Figure 4.56 for images of these urns.

The remaining four urns in this Vessel Group are decorated with incised motifs
placed in the Main Motif Zones. Three of the four urns employ three-line chevrons
(urns 567, 600 and 577), and they are attributable to Leahy’s Group 10s, whilst the final
urn is decorated with groups of vertically incised lines and bosses and is classified as
Leahy’s Group 07n (urn 572). Urns 577, 573 and 598 share the same type of stamp
(Briscoe’s A3a), though not from the same die, whilst urn 567 uses a divided oval
similar to those seen on urns 572 and 573 (Briscoe’s D 1b, again from different dies).

Finally, two similar segmented-circle stamp designs are seen on urns 600 and 567. As
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none of these pots share a stamp deriving from the same die we might suggest that they
are the product of different potting occasions. This deduction is maintained by the fact
that none come from the same batch of clay (they are made from four different ceramic
fabrics (Table 4.5). Nevertheless, we can see that they are probably the product of a
single person. Support for this suggestion can be found by considering the phases to
which these vessels have been attributed. All but one of these vessels was attributed to
the Phases 2-4 by Leahy, and as such they must be considered broadly contemporary
with one another (Table 4.5). Interestingly, we see that this group contains the range of
vessels that, as was discussed in Chapter 3, would be required for the production and
consumption of fermented beverages (a storage vessel (567), a mixing vessel (572),
fermenting vessels (573, 577 and 598) and a serving vessel (600), see Figure 3.51).
Given how close together each of these urns were buried in the cemetery, we might

suggest that they represent the burial of a family or household group.

Fewer urns were attributable to Vessel Group 2, and being confined to a ¢.7m?
area these urns are slightly more dispersed than Vessel Group 1 (Figure 4.58 and 4.59
and Table 4.6). This group is characterised by thinly incised two-line chevrons in the
Horizontal Zone and an absence of decoration in the Main Motif Zone. The chevrons in
the Horizontal Zone of urns 470 and 487 are enclosed by bands of horizontal incised
lines above and below them. It is probable that urn 558 was also decorated in this way,
but the level of preservation prevents us from confirming this. Urns 487 and 558 are
both decorated with negative circular stamps (Briscoe’s A1b and A2c), although these
stamps are not from the same die (Figure 4.58). Importantly, neither 470 nor 487 are
stamped, but on account of the similarity in their linear decoration we can clearly see
that they belong to this group. Encouragingly all but one of the vessels in this group
(urn 487) was placed in Phase 2 by Leahy, suggesting that these are indeed
contemporary (Table 4.6).

As the urns belonging to Vessel Group 2 are buried so close together, within an
area c. 7m?, we might suggest that they represent the use of a small area of the cemetery
by a single family or household and that these four vessels are the product of a single
household producer. Yet, since these vessels were manufactured in different fabrics we
can also propose that they are the product of different production episodes. This is
supported by the fact the two stamped vessels in this group, whilst being decorated with
the same type of stamp (ring shaped stamps), were not decorated with the same stamp

die — there are different numbers of concentric rings in the stamp impressions on the
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urns (Figure 4.58). Intriguingly, this potter also produced the repertoire of vessels

required for the production and consumption of fermented produce (see Chapter 3 — 486
is of form 1Aii; 487 is 4Aii; 558 is probably 2Bi; 470 is the cup-type 3Aiii).

Urn Number | Classification | Earliest Phase | Latest Phase | Urn complex | Fabric
470 | 03a 2 2 52 ESAXLOC
486 | 03a 2 2 0 CHARN
487 | 03s 1 3 ESMG
558 | 03s 2 2 2 ESMG

Table 4.6: Characteristics of urn attributed to VVessel Group 2.

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.58: Urns attributed to Vessel Group 2. Note the similarity in design
structure, particularly the use of the two-line chevron in the Horizontal Zone, the
absence of decoration in the Main Motif Zone and the use of ring stamps (Figures
from Leahy 2007c). See Figure 4.59 for burial locations of these urns within the
Cleatham cemetery.
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Figure 4.59: Study Area 1 — the locations of urns attributed to Vessel Group 2
(red). See Figure 4.58 for images of these urns.
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Vessel Group 3 comprises just three urns (Table 4.7 and Figure 4.60). These
three urns were buried within just a few metres of one another (Figure 4.61). The
decoration on each of the urns in this group is of a somewhat chaotic nature. The Main
Motif Zones of urns 1014 and 489 are decorated with overlapping hanging arches,
chevrons and slashed and vertical horizontal lines. The number of lines per motif is
variable as are the thicknesses of the lines used to draw them. Both urns possess the
same stamp, although not deriving from the same die (Briscoe’s A4d) — they are
different sizes — and the decoration in the Horizontal Zones of each consists of three
horizontal lines. Urn 1003 is unstamped, but as is the case with the other urns in this
Vessel Group (1014 and 489), the decoration in the Horizontal Zone comprises three
incised lines, whilst the Main Motif Zone contains overlapping chevrons with varying

numbers of line per motif.

One problem with the interpretation that the three urns belonging to Vessel
Group 3 are the product of an individual is that Leahy attributes urns 1003 to Phase 1
and urn1014 to Phase 5; Leahy did not phase urn 489 (Table 4.7). However, none of
the vessels in this group were found to be in a stratigraphic relationship with another
and it was purely on the basis of the style of decoration that Leahy assigned phases to
them. As these vessels are so similar in form, fabric (ESGSNL, characterised by
calcareous sandstones — see Chapter 5), and decoration, the evidence strongly suggests
that they are contemporary with one another.

Vessel Groups 4, 5 and 6 each have only two vessels attributed to them. The
same styles of stamps were used to decorate the urns that belong to Vessel Group 4
(Figure 4.62 and 4.65 and Table 4.8) (though not from the same die — note the
difference in the broken ring stamps), the incised lines are of the same thickness, and
the Horizontal Zones of both of these vessels are decorated in almost exactly the same
manner. Leahy attributes both vessels to the same phase, but as the fabrics of each are
different we might suggest that even though they were probably produced by the same
person that they were made on different potting occasions. Urn 513 is of form 1Bi and
590 is of cup-type 3Biii (see Chapter 3) and thus, like the other Vessel Groups
discussed above, we see putative fermentation vessels and drinking vessels being

produced by the potter responsible for this group.
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Urn Number | Classification | Earliest Phase | Latest Phase | Urn complex | Fabric
489 | 20x Un-phased Un-phased 0 SST
1003 | 10a 1 1 0 SST
1014 | 19n 4 5 0 ESGSNL

Table 4.7: Characteristics of urn attributed to Vessel Group 3.

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.60: Urns attributed to Vessel Group 3. Note the similarity in decoration,
particularly the use of similar stamps and the chaotic execution of the motifs in the
Main Motif Zone (Figure from Leahy 2007c).
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Figure 4.61: Study Area 1 — the locations of urns attributed to Vessel Group 3
(red). See Figure 4.60 for images of these urns.
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The two urns that belong to Vessel Group 5 were buried just c.2m apart (Figures

4.63 and 4.65 and Table 4.9). Both are decorated with groups of vertically incised lines

and circular impressions (notably as there are unequal numbers of lines in each group of

vertically incised lines, Leahy classifies these as two decorative groups — 05n and 19n).

Although we cannot identify the form of these two vessels, due to their poor levels of

preservation, enough remains to recognise that they both had maximum diameters of

20cm. As both are of the same fabric there is potential that they were the product of the

same manufacturing occasion.

The two urns belonging to Vessel Group 6 were buried less than 1m apart
(Figures 4.64 and 4.65 and Table 4.10). Both are decorated with a band of three-line
chevrons and three-line hanging arches in the Main Motif Zone. They appear to be of

the same form, although they are different sizes, however this cannot be confirmed as

the upper half of urn 555 is missing. As these two vessels were made of the same

ceramic fabric it is possible that they were produced in the same potting occasions.

(Table 4.10). Notably, urn 555 is not stamped, but indents, produced most probably by

finger impressions, have been used to decorate the vessel in the same way that the

stamps seen on urn 831 were used. Like Vessel Group 3 (above), then, it seems that by

looking at the decoration of urns that were buried in close proximity to one another we

can begin to identify vessels most likely produced by a single individual. Moreover, we

see that whilst individual potters decorated some of their pottery with stamps, they did

not always stamp this decorated pottery.

Urn Number | Classification | Earliest Phase | Latest Phase | Urncomplex | Fabric
513 | 02s 2 4 0 SST
590 | 02s 2 4 0 ESAXLOC
Table 4.8: Characteristics of urn attributed to VVessel Group 4.
Urn Number | Classification | Earliest Phase | Latest Phase | Urncomplex | Fabric
510 | 05s 1 2 0 SST
511 | 19s 2 2 0 SST
Table 4.9: Characteristics of urn attributed to VVessel Group 5.
Urn Number | Classification | Earliest Phase | Latest Phase | Urn complex | Fabric
555 | 18a Un-phased Un-phased 0 SST
831 | 18s 4 4 0 SST

Table 4.10: Characteristics of urn attributed to Vessel Group 6.
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Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.62: Urns attributed to Vessel Group 4. Note the similarity in design
structure and the use of the same types of stamp on both urns (figures from Leahy
2007c).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.63: Urns attributed to Vessel Group 5. Note the similarity in design
structure and execution and the use of finger impressions as ‘stamps’ (figures from

Leahy 2007c).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.64: Urns attributed to Vessel Group 6. Note the similarity in design
structure, particularly the double band of motifs in the Main Motif Zone, and the
similarity in vessel shape, despite their different sizes (figures from Leahy 2007c).
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Figure 4.65: Study Area 1 — the locations of urns attributed to Vessel Groups 4
(blue), 5 (red) and 6 (blue). See Figures 4.62, 4.63 and 4.64 for images of these
urns.
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Finally, although less well defined, we have Vessel Group 7. Vessels accredited

to this group are again largely confined to a small area, ¢.9m? (Figure 4.66 and 4.67).
All but urns 444 and 463 are attributable to Leahy’s 02s decorative group and all but
463 employ the typical ‘hot-cross-bun’ stamp (Briscoe’s A4ai, though from different
dies). Intriguingly both 465 and 569 are very similar in design structure to those urns
attributed to Vessel Group 1, whilst the form of 465 is the same form as Vessel Group
1’surn 567. It is probably no coincidence, then, that 569 was buried just ¢.1.5m from
vessels attributed to Vessel Group 1 (Figures 4.56, 4.57, 4.66 and 4.67).

Given these similarities in the decoration of urns attributed to Vessel Groups 1

and 7 and the proximity to one another in which urns belonging to these two groups

were buried, we might suggest that the potters responsible for these vessels were

exposed to one another’s work; certainly, based on Leahy’s phasing, these groups can

be seen to be broadly contemporary (Tables 4.5 and 4.11). If this is the case then it

appears that we are being offered a window into the potters’ community of practice. A

broader comparison of the stamps, structure and motifs employed by the potters in

Study Area 1 supports such a notion. We have already noted that urns belonging to

Vessel Groups 1, 4, and 7 are decorated according to Leahy’s Group 02s, but when we

plot the locations of 02s urns in this Study Area, as a whole, we see that all but one of

these vessels (urn 513) is located in a very small ¢.3 x 7m area in the north west of

Study Area 1 — the place where urns belonging to Vessel Groups 1, 4 and 7 are all
located (Figure 4.68).

Urn Number | Classification | Earliest Phase | Latest Phase | Urn complex | Fabric
444 | 07n 1 2 0 CHARN
452 | 02s 4 4 11 SST
463 | 07a 1 1 0 ?
464 | 02s 2 4 0 | ELCHARNLOC
465 | 02s 2 4 0 LIMES
495 | 02s 2 4 0 ESMG
569 | 02s 2 4 0 CHARN

Table 4.11: Characteristics of urns attributed to Vessel Group 7.
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Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.66: Urns attributed to Vessel Group 7. These urns are characterised by the
use of the ‘hot-cross bun’ style of stamp and, but for urns 463 and 444, an absence of
decoration in the Main Motif Zone.
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Figure 4.67: Study Area 1 — the locations of urns attributed to VVessel Group 7
(blue). See Figure 4.66 for images of these urns.
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Allied to the cluster of Group 02s urns, we can consider the distribution of urns
that are decorated with incised-line-motifs in the Horizontal Zone (Leahy’s Groups 03a
and 03s). There are six such urns in Study Area 1 (Tables 4.6 and 4.12, and Figures
4.58, 4.59 and 4.69), four of which are attributed to Vessel Group 2, and all six cluster
in a relatively restricted zone (Figure 4.70). It is suggested here then that the potters
responsible for these six urns were working within the same community of practice and
were producing similar designs to one another because they were exposed to one
another’s work. This is supported by the fact that Leahy attributed the majority of these
urns to Phases 2-3 (Tables 4.6 and 4.12). Further to this we can consider the
distribution of individual stamp types. It was noted that negative circular stamps
(Briscoe’s Alb and A2c) were used to decorate two vessels belonging to Vessel Group 2
and encouragingly, a plot of this stamp type more broadly reveals that of the five urns
that were decorated with them, all are located in the southern half of Study Area 1
(Figure 4.71). Moreover, all but one of these vessels is placed in Phases 1-3 (Table
4.13). Intriguingly, urn 467, which was not stamped with a ring shaped tool, but has
ring-shaped incisions circling a segmented circle stamp, is also located in the southern
half of Study Area 1 (Figures 4.58, 4.60, 4.71 and 4.72). To the distribution of circular
stamps we can add the distribution of hot-cross bun stamps (Briscoe’s 4Ai). Urns
decorated with such stamps are largely confined to the north of the Study Area 1, and,
again, as the majority of these hot-cross bun stamped urns are placed in Phases 2-4, we

might consider them broadly contemporary (Figure 4.73 and Table 4.14).

Urn Number | Classification | Earliest Phase | LatestPhase | Urn complex
460 | 03a 2 2 0
468 | 03s 1 3 0

Table 4.12: Urns decorated with incised motifs in the Horizontal Zone — see also Vessel
Group 2 (Table 4.6).

Urn Number | Classification | Earliest Phase | Latest Phase | Urncomplex | Vessel Group
467 | 22s Un-phased Un-phased 0 -

468 | 03s 1 3 0 -

487 | 03s 1 3 0 2

489 | 20x Un-phased Un-phased 0 3

552 | 12s 4 4 0 -

1005 | 07s 2 2 0 -

Table 4.13: Urns decorated with unbroken ring shapes.
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Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.68: Study Area 1 — the locations of urns decorated in the style of Leahy’s
Group 02s — urns decorated with incused lines and stamps around the neck.
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Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.69: Urns decorated with incised line motifs in the Horizontal Zone - see
also Vessel Group 2, Figure 4. 58. For the burial locations of these urns, see Figure
4.70.

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.70: Study Area 1 — the locations of urns decorated with incised lines
motifs in the Horizontal Zone.
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Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.71: Study Area 1 — the locations of urns decorated with unbroken ring
shaped stamps. Arrow points to urn 467 (see Figure 4.72).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.72: Cleatham urn 467. This urn is not decorated with a ring shaped
stamp, but stamps are enclosed in ring-shaped incisions. It was buried amongst a
number of urns with ring shaped stamps (see Figure 4.71).
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Figure 4.73 for the burial locations of these urns.

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.73: Study Area 1 — the locations of urns decorated with ‘hot-cross bun’

type stamps (Briscoe’s A4ai stamp).
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From the examples of these seven Vessel Groups we can see that, by
considering the way that designs are structured, the way in which individual motifs are
executed (for example in the number of lines per chevron or hanging arch), and the
types of stamps that are used, it is possible to identify the work of individuals. By doing
this we can recognise groups of urns, such as those in Vessel Groups 2 , that contain
both stamped and un-stamped urns that were probably made by the same person — such
observations are what set this study apart from those studies that focus wholly on
stamps and do not consider all other vessels collectively. This clearly demonstrates the
agency of the individual potter, for example, in the decision to stamp or not to stamp a

vessel after it had been decorated with incised lines.

As the urns belonging to individual Vessel Groups were often buried no more
than a few metres from one another we can suggest that they might indicate that burial
was taking place in family plots. Moreover, by comparing each urn and Vessel Group
with those that surround it, we can begin to see how potters operating within
communities might have influenced one another; again this is something that studies
which focus wholly on stamps fail to do. For example, Vessels Groups 1, 4 and 7 all
contain pottery classified as Leahy’s decorative Group 02s (horizontal lines around the
neck and stamps) and the urns belonging to all three VVessel Groups are located within
just a few metres of one another in the north of Study Area 1. Similarly, Vessel Group
3 comprises urns which are characterised by incised motifs within the Horizontal Zone.
All urns belonging to this group are located within the south of Study Area 1. Other
vessels that were not attributed to particular Vessel Groups, but were decorated in this
style, are also located in the southern half of Study Area 1. It really does appear, then,
that the potters whose urns were buried close to one another’s in the cemetery were
aware of each other’s work and that they influenced and took influence from one
another. Such patterns are repeated throughout the cemetery, and to reinforce this, a

second area is briefly discussed.
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Study Area 2

Study Area 2 is located on the opposite side of the Cleatham cemetery to Study Area 1

(Figure 4.55). The urns in this area are more densely packed than those in Study Area 1

but as with the urns in Study area 1 it is possible to identify the works of individuals and

demonstrate how their works relate to one another’s. Seven Vessel Groups have been
identified in this area — Vessel Groups 8-14 (Figures 4.74 to 4.84 and Tables 4.15 to
4.21). Due to the consistency in the types of decoration used by early Anglo-Saxon

potters (see Richards 1987, for example) it is not surprising that we see the same

repertoire of motifs represented in both Study Areas 1 and 2. These motifs do,

however, appear in slightly different proportions.

Urn Number | Classification | Earliest Phase | LatestPhase | Urn complex Fabric
139 | 14b 1 1 0 SST
158 | 14b 1 1 0 LIMES
172 | 14a 1 1 7 SST
191 | 08b Un-phased Un-phased 113 SST
286 | 20n 1 3 0 SST
318 | 19b 1 1 54 SST
1037 | 14a 1 1 0 SST
Table 4.15: Vessel Group 8 (See Figures 4.74 and 4.75).
Urn Number | Classification | Earliest Phase | Latest Phase | Urn complex | Fabric
141 | 10s 3 4 NELESGS
228 | 02s 4 4 3 CHARN
1032 | 06q 3 3 25 ?
1107 | 02s 4 4 25 SSTMG
1108 | 06q 3 3 25 SST
Table 4.16: Vessel Group 9 (See Figures 4.76 and 4.77).
Urn Number | Classification | Earliest Phase | Latest Phase | Urncomplex | Fabric
236 | 02s 4 4 3 SST
257 | 09s 3 3 0 ESMG
259 | 10x 5 5 25 ESAXLOC
273 | 10s 4 4 49 FE
1085 | 05n 4 4 0 ?

Table 4.17: Vessel Group 10 (See Figures 4.78 and 4.79).
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Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.74: Urns attributed to Vessel Group 8. Urns in this group are characterised
by their deeply grooved two- to four-line motifs, particularly arches, in the Main Motif
Zone, thin vertical bosses, which divide the Main Motif Zone into panels, and three to

four lines in the Horizontal Zone. Also note the similarity in form of each of these
urns. All belong to Phase 1 (Table 4.15) and their burial locations are shown in Figure
4.75.
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Figure 4.75: Study Area 2 — the locations of urns attributed to Vessel Group 8 (see
Figure 4.74).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.76: Study Area 2 — the locations of urns attributed to Vessel Group 9 (see
Figure 4.77).
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Figure 4.77: Urns attributed to Vessel Group 9. Urns in this group are characterised
by the structure of their Horizontal Zones and the types of stamps used. In the
Horizontal Zones of urns 141, 228 and 1107 we see single incised lines bordering
bands of stamp (unfortunately the neck region of 1032 and 1108 were not
preserved). The same type of cross-shaped stamp is used on urns 141 and 1107, and
the same gridded circle stamps a used on 228, 1032, 1108 and 1107. Although
incomplete, the forms of 1107 and 228 appear to be the same and urns 1108 and
1032 seem to be small and large versions of the same vessel form. All five urns
were buried within less than 2m of one another and all were attributed to Phases 3-4
by Leahy (2007c) (see Figure 4.76 and Table 4.16).
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Figure 4.78: Urns attributed to Vessel Group 10. Urns in this group are
characterised by a double row of stamps, bordered by either a double or triple band
of horizontal lines, in the Horizontal Zone (except urn 0273, which only has a
single band of stamps). In the main, the chevron and arch motifs found in the Main
Motif Zone are composed of three lines. The same style of stamp was used on urns
257, 273 and 1085, whilst cross shapes stamps are found on 259 and 236. All urns
belong to Phases 3-5 and all were buried within 3m of one another (Table 4.17 and
Figure 4.79).
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Figure 4.79: Study Area 2 — the locations of urns attributed to Vessel Group 10
(see Figure 4.78).

Vessel Group 8 is distributed throughout the study area. Despite this, the urns
appear to be buried in pairs (though not in the same urn pit), with the urns in each pair
being c. 2m apart (Figure 4.75). This group is characterised by wide incised-line
cursive motifs, standing and hanging arches and a lack of stamps. Notably all urns
attributed to this group belong to Leahy’s Phase 1, all are of similar form and all but one
was manufactured in the same fabric (Table 4.15 and Figures 4.74 and 4.75). Other
pots in this area also make use of hanging and standing arch motifs — Vessel Groups 8,
11 and 14, for example — and as with the ethnographic examples, each of these potters
had their own way of representing the motif (Figures 4.74, 4.80 and 4.83).
Furthermore, as all vessels attributed to Groups 8, 11 and 14 belong to Phase 1, we
might suggest that they are largely contemporary and that these potters may have even
been aware of one another’s work (Tables 4.15, 4.18 and 4.21).
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Urn Number | Classification | Earliest Phase | Latest Phase | Urn complex | Fabric
173 | 07a 1 1 7 FE
192 | 07a 1 1 48 ESMG
194 | 12b 1 1 48 ECHAF
Table 4.18: Vessel Group 11 (See Figures 4.80 and 4.81).
Urn Number | Classification | Earliest Phase | Latest Phase | Urn complex | Fabric
328 | 22s Un-phased Un-phased 0 FE
353 | 10s 3 4 0 FE
Table 4.19: Vessel Group 12 (See Figures 4.81 and 4.82).
Urn Number | Classification | Earliest Phase | Latest Phase | Urncomplex | Fabric
145 | 10s 3 4 0 FE
146 | 10b Un-phased Un-phased 0 SST
Table 4.20: Vessel Group 13 (See Figures 4.81 and 4.83).
Urn Number | Classification | Earliest Phase | Latest Phase | Urn complex | Fabric
129 | 13n 1 1 0 FE
137 | 13n 1 1 0 FE

Table 4.21: Vessel Group 14 (See Figures 4.81 and 4.84).

To the penchant for arches we can add that the potters whose urns were buried in

this area of the cemetery made use of segmented circle stamps and their variants
(Briscoe’s ASd and A5f) (Tables 4.22 and 4.23 and Figure 8.85 and 8.86). The A5f

stamp type was completely absent from Study Area 1, but there are six examples in the

second area and all cluster loosely in the centre. Three of the urns decorated with this

stamp-type were assigned by Leahy to Phases 1-2, two belong to Phases 4-5, and the

final example remains un-phased (Table 4.22); none appear to originate from the same

die. As this type of stamp is very similar to Briscoe’s A5d, it is unsurprising that the

potters in this area also made extensive use of the A5d stamp, whilst those in Study

Area 1 did not. Despite the difference in occurrence of the segmented circle stamps in

Study Areas 1 and 2, potters in both areas made use of the gridded circle motif

(Briscoe’s A3a), particularly the potters responsible for urns in Vessel Groups 1 and 9

(Figures 4.56 and 4.77), and the hot-cross-bun stamp (Briscoe’ A4Ai), but this latter

type was is considerably less popular in Study Area 2; just 7 (7%) urns possess this

stamp in Study Area 2, compared to 14 (20%) in Study Area 1.
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Figure 4.80: Urns attributed to Vessel Group 11. Urns in this group are
characterised by a Horizontal Zone composed of three incised lines. The Main
Motif Zones of urns 173 and 192 are composed of groups of five to six slightly

angled lines. Although urn 194 does not possess the same type of decoration in the
Main Motif Zone, its form is identical to that of 192. All belong to Phase 1 (Table
4.18) and all were buried within 1m of one another (Figure 4.84).
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Figure 4.81: Urns attributed to Vessel Group 12. Urns in this group are
characterised by their forms, fabric and use of chevrons in the Main Motif Zone
(Table 4.19). Both were buried a little over 1m from one another (Figure 4.84).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.82: Urns attributed to Vessel Group 13. Urn in this group are characterised
by their angled lines in the Horizontal Zone, the use of two incised lines to border
the decoration within the Horizontal Zone, and slightly curved chevrons in the Main
Motif Zone. As these vessels are made of different ceramic fabrics they are likely to
be the result of different potting occasions (Table 4.20). They were buried just 6m
from one another (Figure 4.84).
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Figure 4.83: Urns attributed to Vessel Group 14. Urns in this group are
characterised by the structure of their Horizontal Zones and the use of a crescent
shaped stamp. Their Horizontal Zones are characterised by three incised lines at the
top of the zone, followed by a band of upright and then a band of inverted stamps,
and completed by two incised lines at the bottom of the zone. Both were buried c.
1.5m from one another and both belong to Phase 1 and both are made of the same
ceramic fabric (Table 4.21 and Figure 4.84).

Rights have not been obtained for the use of this image in electronic media

Figure 4.84: Study Area 2 — the locations of urns attributed to Vessel Groups 11
(red), 12 (green), 13 (purple) and 14 (blue) (see Figures 4.81 to 4.83).

307



Urn Number | Classification | Earliest Phase | Latest Phase | Urn complex
84 | 09n 5 5 0